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SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
EQ!l PRACTITIONERS, ADMINfSTqA'l'ORS, ANDPOLICYMAKERS 

The Gonl.~riented Social Services System (UOSSS), a set of concepts 

and proceduras develvped by llEd, Was teuted as a vehicle for gathering 

datil that could be used in LlB.king cot:t-8ffectivcnr::s3 analyses. The tool 

for calculating cost-effectiveness ratios ,,;as the Helative cost-l::ffective­

nesa •. OOel (RC;:;i~), a rna thema tical model whose usability on 50cio.1 services 

data has been under scrutiny throuGhout the IJroject's three years. Utili­

zation has been an important concern, especially during the third year. 

The Experience of Dsinr G0SS~ 

The ljQal-subgoal structure four.d In the draft federal material proved 

to be unusable by the social workers. We replaced this material ~;i til a 

four-dimensiollal structure (Po.gQ 3-5 and Table 3.2) which the ',;orkers 

found much lllorc Bcceptliole. The GuSSS lis t of barriers, found to be too 

lw,,:"thy, was rt:pluoed UJ' a shorter, but too cen~ral, lil>t (Appendix B, 

r>llt,'8 B-5). The prir.Jal'Y clie'~t concept, as Vie understood it, WDS extrol~~,ly 

troublesome (Appendix 13, pUBes i)-2 throuBil B-5). See Apl,endix J.l Generally 

for places whore the GOSSS strur;ture IlCedfl improvement. 

!:)eanurj nc Hfec ti venens of Servi~ 

For roost social service pr"grares, measuring benefit to the client in 

a.bsolu'~'': terMS (~~, in dollars) is out of tho question. Therefore, the 

technique connists in assigning each case to a cate~:'Jry doscribine its 

out-COlne, then using the RCE~·: to generate the -.leieht3 that will reprE<sent 

the .... r.lu~s of the various outcome cate~ories relntivo to one another • 

Correlutional analysis was applie::d to three kinds of outC'o;te catecories, 

in the hope that the first kind \lOuld be found adequate for ceneral U:Je: 

(1) outcome en tecoriAs derived from the fOUl'-di!'.lenuional coal ~truct\.U.'o, 

and hence applicuble to any service (called scrvice-g'3neric outCOI1(3)i 

(2) outeo!::\) catuGories tuilored to a sllecific service, such as child 

(Continued on back cover) 
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AB!;;'ffiACT 

ffiOJEt:'f OU RBLATIVb c;lo'r·c;~'rIVJ:.N~,SS U1" 
SOCIAL Sl!J<V 1\J::.:.;: 

'rHliiD !'BAH 

September 1, 1~73 

SGction 1115 crant ffll-P-57111/5...Q3 
Grantee: Minnesota Departmer.t of Public .H3lfare 
Contractor: Unco, Iuc., of .... c.shington, D. C. 
Principal Autnors: B. Allen Senn, PhD (Unco) 

Barbara wickberg (Minn€)sota) 

The objective was to test the applicubili ty of tile Relulive Uost­
Effect.iveness Hodel, 11 mntilcma tical model developed in ano Lller hlllllE1l1 service 
B.J,'ca, to public welfare SOClal services. During the t.hird year, tl.(- HCh.~: 

was s.pplied to the concepts of tht;) ~)al-\.Jriente(l ;:;ociul &lrvices :;iystem 
(GOSSS). 

Thirty social workers in two county \-Iolfare departments reported 
services c:iven and lWount of time spent all each of 1682 cast's. Thl.?e 
time rerorts \iOre used to ~stinll.ttc tile cost or survict, to 00(;1\ ca.::;~. 

Various methods of measu.::: ... IW case outco~t! (so tha t s~rvica cffec'ioiveneas 
could be assessed) were tri\:d and COtr,~ u.red wi ttl one ar.otHer, uzinL casos 
in five major service areas. 

In the area of emplnytlent-relu ted services, a geller-ic outcou:e scale 
Was found to be acceF-tabl~, {Jut in tHe ott:~r four areas ocrutinized 
(child protection, ur.::lBIrir 1 parentn s(:rvic~n.: mentRl health servic0o, 
and mental retardation :;ervices) it war.; found necessary to llse outcotr.e 
me.;.sures tailortld sil~cifically to th(' S~l'V1Ce area under st,lay. 'l'he 
coat of worker-provided servictls per hour or interview time was estimawd 
to be $46, t8J(ing int0 account ell appropriate overhead and otntlr factoro. 
Cost-effectiveness of ... , oyment-rl:llllted services and of child protective 
services was found to btl • late'i to the !:rl".:onctl of an DbTepd-upon c.-oal. 
Problems in the datu on PUl .hased seTvL::~s aud small t:~ple lObes in 
groups of closed cases precluded 1.1.0 maklflt; of e)(tensiv~ cost-cffl;c1.ivent~ss 
analyses. 

Index Terms Assigned: 

Comparison; co~t analysls; cri1.eri:lj uf:\:cti'lenoss lD~:.wureSi evallUi1.Oi 
p:-\J tee ti ve services i soc ia1 .... e1t'nrll CleI'V iClle; social .... orkers; tice l1;~asures. 
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AS NOTED IN THE NTIS ANr\OUNCEMENT, 

PORTIONS OF THIS REPORT ARE NOT 

;:t-" 

LEGIBLE. HOWEVER, IT IS THE BEST 

REPRODUCTION AVAIL.ABLE FROM THE 

COpy FURNISHED NTIS BY THE CONTRlB-

UTOR. 
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'l:he Department of Public Welfare t;ratefully adknolooledL'lw the parti­
cipation of tile 30C~al lIorkers lie ted beluh, who cave large hUl0unto of 
time und thouCht to this {.:roject. The project would have been totully 
impoBl:"ible without tlieir help. 

Henne pin GOWl ty Welfare 
DepartDler,t Projuct WOI'"era 

.Berthel Anderson 

.llicky Bredeson 
Carol Coffey 
Jeanette Gollen 
Paul Cunningilam 
David Di~tz 
Richard Dyste 
Arthur HC:!ist:her 
~ob€:cca Jordan 
Gerald Le bet.u 
.lionald PeierGon 
Kay Utsullomiya 
Michaeltiaisunen 
l'!ary Ilind\-jlB 

Ramsey County Welfare 
Departl.1eni l'r0.joct tlol'kers 

t.ay Crouch 
Bonnie ~kensttlen 
Ken Johnson 
Douglac King 
Kare n i~ar po 
Anne j·:cCulley 
Catherille Ricnardson 
Joan It~ebel 
Pa tricla Hufll.l.!; 
Patricia Slut"r 
j'i.urgure t :lnldcr 
Hormal! .;oru:. 
Hary Tir:uuons 
Helen 'l'orgel:lOtl 
Sue Uhler 
Ca therine VollhuDel' 
Jane r,eber 

A number of otl.er i..dividuals in tr.t: two cuunty lIelfare acencies 
contributed, 01 ther a ir"c t ~y er ir,directly. At tr.o rl!.ly. of ()verlllul(illg 
301:16 who helped, .Ie thank t.h~ follolor.Lt1g: 

lJonald Herory (Rar!lst,ly), who ::wrvcd 0:1 eeneral coordlna tor of tIle 
project · ... lthin his at;llllcy, eIICol,:'llginc;' proutiine, /;iviI1t: moral 
Buppud and conoil'Uctive i.dE:tlB • 

Division directors I$lizabeth Hunt (Ha!IJ!3ey), t:dwHrd l\oociolek {Uofmepin), 
and Allan l\ohls (I!enllopi:l), liWl the prOjjI'alll S:..pel"/l..;ors nnd unit 
BupervilJors wi inill tLeir o;'/.'Ul"'lizatior.s, who llccel,tod tho ill­
evitabl.e dislocutinn nccoml eIV'illl~ a proJect :Juch u:l thill,. 

TholMS t:ricksoa (Ram:J~Y) and lJav id Joltnson (Hennepin), 1'01' CI't.:1i tivo 
datu-proc(;ssilll! ideas and hours of labol' to pl'Oduc!! dBt/:!. ror 
es tillla Ur.g scciul service cust::;. 

f)thel' dll ta sys toms mid accowllllll litH) ple, 1nclutl int: Gur;( Clc'/ulund 
and ".ildred G'I1'l:lOn ill klllr,:!!.:}; IU.<i, All\n BOlwaurts, !tuth 'illh8.11do.. 
and kicllard MorJ'i.:J in Hemlcl, ill. 
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More remotely, the county welfare deJ'axtments which pur'.icipated in 
the project's first t,w years contributlJJ t,y helping us to ruin e):;.erience 
that was put to use in the final year. III addition to Henllepin alld !{f.lll1Bey. 
the walfare departments in the followillC counties partlclpa tud in one or 
both years: Anoku, Hlue c;artl1. Carl tOll, Carver, Kandiyohi, Ulmsteu, 
st. Louis, and dcott. 

At the federal level, ,,'e thank the Assistant Administn, tor for Itesearch 
nnd DemortJ tra tions, ";oci&.1 and Rehabili t:.l tion Sorv ice:;, fl1'\1·. and the members 
of his otaff. 

Wi thln our department, thlU1ks a.re due to the men,t)crs of trle pl'oj(;!ct 
advisory committee f whicu provided hE'lJ.'t'ul /:.:uida!1ce, especially ill tna 
early s taL""es. 

Mel~bera of the staff of Unco, Inc., are ill fact co-autllors of this 
report. Nevertheless, it is our l'l.eUllul'c to exp:ress ~t-·precilltion to 
Allen !renn, Victona Squler, Har,ic,rie :':icllitti, and t~1e datR-l'rOcensing 
star'" of that organbatiol'. Collect.lvely, they aasu::,tJd the large::!\' share 
of the work, tu.:dnc: maJor res)"onsioilitie1.) in most &.rel'.ls of project activ­
ity--d.at£l handlin~, proJ~ct plaruling, i,ru:notioll of utilization. 

Our thaIlks, too, to Lester Stiles, whose dedicuhon. cC)/)perative spirit, 
and long-time intimate KIIOl>1odce of Hinnp.!::ota public welfar!; operations 
made :'lim an invaluable addition to the project staff. 

Full-tin.e D?¥ staff lUe:abul's unsiGned to this project "'el'e Paul FIll'seth, 
administrative analyst, und ilarbara wicl<rerr, project mlllUic."er. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODllCTI9N Al'ill SUMM.A.HY 

In April of 1970, representatives of the Office of Plarning 

and Evaluation of the Social and Rehabilitation Service app':'oachea 'the ~inne­

sota Department of Public 'jleHare about the possibility of participatinG in 

a project on evaluating the effectiveness of social services. Unco, Inc., 

a Washington-based consulting firm, had devised a method of ma~inff cost-effect­

iveness comparisons with the kinds of data typically available from human 

service prograns, and had dewonstrated the technique in e. study of the Job 

Co!'p~. Now HEN wanted to test its applicability to public lIelfare social 

services e' SRS proposed tv ask several s ta tes to participate in the projec t, 

hoping thereby to make possible !:lome cost-effectiveness cO))1parisons an:onf.' 

v-;l'ious patterns of organization and administration. Minnesota VIas invited 

to serve as the "lead" ~c~\te, the state which would work most closely vdth 

Uneo on the task of adapting Uneo's invention, the Pdative Cost.-Effectiveness 

Model (RCEM)t to public welfare. 

The Minnesota agency, with a long history of interNlt ill evaluatine t.he 

effectiveness of social services and esp~.'cially in making such c.'valuution!) 

routinely available to administrators, perceived the p~'oposed pro,ject us a 

means to that long~desired eni. Th~ a,Geney agreed to participate, and as~i/Jllcd 

a. senior research analyst from its staff to work full time on the project. 

The project was planned' at first to last one year. Subae'luently, it 

was continued through a second year whjch was methoc1010Glcally Himilu.~ to the 

first, and then through a third t which was entirely different in methods and 

thrust. This report deaLS with the third and final sear of the projcctp 
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and only with the Minnesota portion. In the interest of clarity, the 

report includes brief descriptions of the first two years. Thenp. appear 

below, with references to the detailed reports. 

It should be noted that though the earlier reports were by Unco, this 

report is a joint &ffort in which the Minnesota agency is the responsible 

publisher. We believe this is appropriate, in that future development of 

project findings and materials will be the agency's "b'l" responSl 1 1,Y. 

The First Year 

The purpose of the project's first year W[,S to denonstrate the 

applicability of Unco's Relative Cost-Effectivenesf Model (3.CEM) to the social 

services provided by public welfare departments. To provide content to the 

" demons tra tion, three kinds of liervices were selected for study: child pro-

tective services,- emplovment services provl'ded by If d oJ'" we are epartments, and 

family plann~n~ services. Th h f D I ;1e were c osen rom the services which were 

,mandatory at that tilDe under Title IV-A of the Social SecurH,Y Act (AFDC). 

The decision to use the t!~ee se~'ices v' d"' tl b •• nas rna e JOln' y y SRS, Unco, 

Minnesota, and the other two partic,ipatl'ng t' ~ governmcn unl.S: Washington State 

and th~ District of Columbia. 

During this part of the project, a number of substantive findings came 

out relatiVe to the specific services. It should be remembered, howe'/er, 

that the project's purpose at th' t 18, S age was principally to develop and demon-

s tra te a t,echnique, not to study th 1 e c '.onen services ,Per ~. 
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Me~~. f'or each of the three services, 'lie developed a set of mutuully-

exclusive categories to describe all possible objective outCOl!1CS that can 

occur in the case of a client who has been receiving the service. (The 

relative "goodness" of these various outcome categories, i..~. the "benef;t 

weights" needed to convert the qualitative information into suitable quanti-

tative form, was determined by a procesB describpd elsewhere in this report.) 

For each service, three Minnesota county welfare depurtmel,t'~ were selected 

as data-collection sites. A cre~ of data collecters experienced in Minnesota's 

public welfare system extracted fnctual data from closed e;.ase records. Thi:; 

included determinina :;h8 outcome cate(;o:'7 best describinp,- what happened to 

each client. Data were [l.."1ulyzed usinl5 both the Her:r,! and convention"l cross-

tabula'(;ions. 

Findings in Minnesota. In chila ,JTotective service:; (with a sumple of 

,54 child:ren) the three cOlmties differel' in cost-effectivenes:; but did not 

differ appreciably in effectiveness independent of costs. \'ihen i,he dnta from 

the three counties Vlere :ombined (not a legitimate procedure, but useful for 

illustration) the following variables" yJere found t(, be related to efficiency 

or cost-effectiveness: 

the length of time that n CLise remained Opt!'! 

th~ pre~ence or absence of foster care 

the am~\int of medical care provided 

the educational level of the child's mother 

The first three relationships are easily explainable: the costn of foster 

care, medical care, and lonu-term social worker effort increase the denomililltort 

of the cost-effectivenes!J ratios as they inCrCl1t1G. l'he effccti veness or benefit 

measure ~Lld certain inlJ.t1equllcip.~ thlL t ll]lul'(ed it to he O'/I!l'POVlt'I'I'd by the 

increuGad deuvrninatoro. 
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Analysis of data. from a 775-case probability sample of employment-services 

cases (priMarily WIN cases) revealed only slight inter-cotluty differences in 

cost-effectiveness but greater differences in effectivenes~; independent of 

costs. When county data were' combined, these client attrH.I.ltes seemed to be 

important I age, education, number of pre-school children, and total nwnber 

of children. Service was more effective if the client was young r had 8{t least 

a high-school diploma, and had few children. (Other rduti.onsh.i DB perj~aining 

to client attributes cannot be described' so succinctly.) Clientl1 for ... tum 

a moderate amolU1t was spent on training allowances, etc., received more effec't-

ive servif:9 than those for whom little or nothing was spent. But the smaller 

the expenditures for allowances and incentives, the better the cost-effective-

nes"; ratics. 

Studying family planning oervices proved to be the least satisfact.ory 

portion of the project's first year. All three county agencies that were 

,studied make an effort to reach out, into the community to provide birth-cou-

trol information to commwd ty &I'Ott~S, lllany of whose member!! are not welfs;re-

agency cliento and never will be. The costs of such outreach were inseparable, 

given the first-year's proceduretl, r~"Om the costs of fa..mily-planning counseling 

and services provided to formally enrolled clients of the local agencies. 

UnfortlU1o. tely, the RCEM required defini te outcomes illformu tion on senrice-

recipientn. This was available only for' the fOrr.lal1y c.nrolled cl ient:::. 

Since cos t dl:l ta for s(~rvices to such clients alone were not available, 

only the RCEM comparisons of effectivenens arc worth mentioninrr. Client 

attributes aflllociuted with effective service weres AF'DC status, educatiunn 

marital stutUl1, ane!. lecitiIr.llcy statun of the yOlU1gent child. Receipt of AFDC 

and poosecsion of le~ls than an eighth r.r'lde education were bot!. ansocio.ted wHlt 

less effective service. Unmarried Vlor..ell and women ",hone youngent child '$au 
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illegitimate Got IIIore effective service than others. 'l'h"r'e was u slight 

pos i tive relationship between seryice eri'ectiveness and ','le number of pI'e-

school children. 

The concept of "effective service" as used in the study implies recep-

tiveness to birth-control information. The study findinc~ point to two setA 

of clients 1<ho are 'sufficiently intereuted in birth cont:rol ~o obtain the 

necessary information and nct on it: mothers of several pre-,lchool children 

and mothers of illegitimnte children. 1'hese are two tarGet Irnups that nre 

often the subject of extensive welfare nervices. 

Reports. Unco produced the followine reports on the project's first 

year in the three participating stute~: 

Report on Como1etton of Phasp I 

Progress Report Oli PhHse II 

Repo~t on Comnlction of Phane II 

.Heport on C0l1;,)1etion of Pil!lfH' III 

September 21, 1970 

January 8, 1971 

May 1), 1971 

Septenbcr 1, 1971 

The Departl!lent of Public UeHara (DPII) producer! two repO!'tB covering Minnl !;ota 

onlYI 

'rhe P:'oject on Rpll.l.tivE' Effectiveness of Jociul 

Servicen: }'lndini7.R 01' the :'1 rn t Year in l.linnmlO ta necer.ber 1. ~nl 

"The Helative COBt-EffectiveneR13 Model in MirulPsotll" 

Wintc!' 191!-72' 

In addition to these fornal reports, Unco produced two "Briefs", two or th:-ee 

pages in Ipnt;th, hlGhliGhtine selected finrlings and suegp.nting possible impli-

co.tjonn for uwr.inistrlltorn. 'llhene briefn con~ti tuted t.he ber:indng of a t:lorc-

syotematic cOllcern with utilization ut' tht) sorts of findings Iv!:ich the RC:.l! 

ill capllble of lJroducint;'. 
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The Second Year 

.' , . 

The first year had demonstrated the technical feasibility of apply-

ing the RCEM to social service data which include reliable info!~ation on 

case outcomes. It became apparent, however, that feasibility alone was not 

enough to commend the RCE:,1 to its potential users, the administrators of 

state and county welfare agencies. The users needed to be convinced of its 

value in dealing with issues of practical concern. Durinr: the projectls second 

year, therefore, increased attention was given to the matter of utilization. 

Even though t!le RCEM had been proved Vlorkable, improver.len ts '4ere needed 

in the instrun:ents and procedures which flupport its data u:;.se. (Improvements 

in the mathematical structure and computer support of the P.CEM itself have 

been made over the pa.st three years. These were not a~sociated with the main 

utilization problems, however.) In particular, the original method of esti-

ma ting the cos t of services given by social workers, and thE cOl:lplexi ty of 

the sets of outcome categories used durilll~ the first year oeemed unnatisfac-

tory to the project ste:f,. For this reason, we decided to collect more data 

in the arcas of child protective service!: and employment services, usinG 

simpler sets of outcume categories and. more than onn approach to the measure-

ment of social worker activity. 

Method. In the matter of utilizat~ Ii, three Gub-projects were conduct(d. 

The first of these (which actually occurred durLne the first year but io more 

relevant tu second-year concerrw) was a survey of tlw Department of Public 

Welfare's current practiceo in monitorin:.. county welfare dcpartn,(mt out.put., 

especially in the area of social sel'viccB. Unco staff me::,bere interviewed key 

DPiI stnff persona and offered a series o'f recommondn tion::: 
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The second utilization sub-project, named the Communication JJodel f01' 

the Utilization of 'l'echnical Resear..:h (Cl,:U'rR) Study, WllS of a more formal 

and ambitious nature. (Indeed, SRS waG directly involved in itll origin and 

development; and the grant application I'Jas amended in mid-year to provide 

fund:l to conduc tit. ) Its purpose was to examine the effec ts of commun ica­

tion on research utilization by state welfare departments. The states of 

Minnesota, Colorado, and Vlashington were involved. In each s'::,f.l.te welfare 

department, Unco representatives interviewed key stuff membe:::'s in nn el'!"}rt 

to identify factors affecting the succesf, of researc;h utilization. Two 

technical innovations were examined in each state--the RCE!,~ and one other. 

(In Minnesota the second innovation was CASS, the Case and Administrative 

Service System.) 

The third sub-project bearing upon the matter of utilization was n on&­

month l)mpilaUon of inform3tion about complaints received by DPil !leout ])PN 

functions. Though conducteli d," a free-standing study and perceiv~d by DrN 

personn<:ll as having a value independent of the HCBM project, thiB : ·.udy actually 

grew out of a determination to make the H(;E1:l pro;ject relevant to the concernB 

of DPH managers and hence to. p:'omotc HC~;:.1 utilization. (Complaints turn the 

spotlight on problems. RCEM analysis may reveal keys t(' solutions.) 

In addition to these sub-projects, a considerable effort was made to plan 

the collection and anfllysis of cuse data so as to produce findingf1 that would 

be genuinely interesting to potcntiul UHe:rs. This effort consif:tt'd of exten­

sive inte.l"viewing of state a:ad county we1l'llrl. personnel before the data-collec­

tion effort bee-.J.ll, the prepurati.o;' of Wl'~ \.ten otutemcnts synthenizing these 

people'15 V iows of the real issues thu t, ::hould be Ild(\ressed in thp l1nalytlis, 

and continuing interaction between Uncu':; project manager and c(!rtnin of I,)U3 

interviewee!! throughout the course of t.he year. 
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The coll(ction of data on child protective and employment services 

followed essf'ntially the same pattern as during the first year. Da ta were 

extracted from the recC'rds of closed cases by a crew of data collecters, 

all but one of Vlhom were veterans of the first year. 

The prot{~ctive services cuses were drawn from six counties. Employment 

services cases were studied in four of the s!x countiefi. (The other two had 

too few cases, being small in pOpulation and havina no i'IIN progr3llls.) 

The sets of outcome categories for the two servicen were simplified 

and re-weighted. 

In addition to reading case records, the data collectors also int-rviewed 

ellch SOcial worker about each of his Rample cases, primarily to get an esti-

mate of time spent On the case but also to get some facts about the worker 

himself. 

f:!:!2£).ngs and Reports !:!1 Utilization Sub-Projects. The E!2.!:!.Ltoring survey 

produced descriptive information about'specific prlctices being used in DPIi 

at the time, plus n plleknl~e of alternative recommendutjons for an improved 

moni toring sys tem thn t ..... ould r(>'luire various amounts of aGency resource 

USe. 'l'ho roport produced by Unco was .!l1titled, 

Re )ort of a Stun of Recommendu tions and SU-e!; !.iOn!; for 

the Stnte of Minne30tn Department of Public ./elfare. 

This report iu not av:li':'able for eonc!'al distribution. It:; value to other 

ngencicw Would be small, for it was highly spncific to the DP.'l environmen t. 

The CML1'H stud,x devclolled 11 deSCriptive paradigm covering t.be innovn-

tiOl'!. procClls and, more importantly, the process of coml':luniclltion relatinG 

to the una of a propos(>li innovation; it also cont.uined a serip~ of reconunl"n-
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dations. Since they were quite extenGive and do not have 3. forlllal connection 

"ith the activity of the third year, we will not summarize the~1 hero. 

inferested reader should see Unco's reports 

h Utl'lization of Technical Research Communication Model for t.e 

(CMUTH) Study: Utilization within State Depnrtments of 

Public Walfare Systemo of Advanced Manacement Techno!.2e.:l 

Innovations. 
June ;0, 1972 

The 

, c"ml'n~ to DPW's attention resulted in a set The survey of complulnts v u 

of tables descrl Ing le u 'b' ti orl<rrl'n, nature, and disno~ljti():1 of complaints 

received in J~~uary 1972 and reporte to e proJec • d th 't office Despite COll-

siderable effort to publicize the survey, we found thlit reporting was 

incomplete. Also, the fact t~at. it tuuk plnce so lute in the fineal yeur 

(con trary to plans) reduced its value un a means of identifyinG isnues 

of concern to DPN rr.ana{;ers that could tiP. buil t into the cune record ntudy. 

Des pite the flic t that it turned Oll t to have only 1 ir.litcrl uti L.y for the 

to DPI,' in i te 0'1111 ri6'ht as a pilot tl'St project as a whole, it hud value 

of a routine for collecttna duta on co~p U1n d. I 't, The rf'j:CJrt 0:' this Bub-

b O f value outside of DP,v, wa~l uistrihuted to project, too specific to e 

fielected st.uff members under the title 

A Study of Comnlain ts RC'cei vr:d by the MinllPsota ne i·'\ rtmen t 

of Public ',','elfare iJurin{: JllnLmry, 19'{2 1.:l1rch, 1972 

FindinGS Based on CaHe n.u.. D • 'T1II'\'Ju!,'h interviews wi t.1I kr.u.\'ledGcalJlc 

proGram people, Unco s • , [)roJ'ect mllnll,'."r idenLiflcrl lJrub: l'mn IlUuut the pro-

vision of cff .. :ctive, efficient chilo prutective :1eI'vicl':1 Illld (>~Iplo'yment 

< services. These problemn 111'0 Cl e all( u 't d 1 I)Ossi l'le solutIOns 11"r,t;~sted ill the 
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Jlnna1 rep0rt of the proj(>ct1s s('!cond ypnr. (From nome of tho};/:! RUt;ge:.:tiun:; 

one could devise expcrir.Jonts, in which the HC!~M would be UflCli for drawH'.g 

statistical conclwllurls, to te~;t whetl;l~r solvinc the t:i t.er! rroolemn would 

in fuct incr ... ase the effectiverH?CH nn'! efficiency wi 1I. which the sHrvict'!l 

are provided.) 

Of the 413 children receiving cnild or01loctlve Bervicefl included in 

this study, aoou t one-fourth came f1'01;, fami 1 ies tha t had recl~ j ved t/: i 1: !;"!"_ 

vice before. Complaints ubout the c'lrp of the cbi lrtren came to the agenc;: 

from u varie ty of sourceR ·-indeed 1 r.HH'P than one cor:.pl ,.' n t S0u!"ce triGi.;<:!'(!d 

the protective service in 20 pf.'l'cent vI' the C:l:lCH, Ilnd I;iure tl:lln ow: t."i'6 

of parentul misbehavior was identifipd in hall' of the C~l!;e:;. The princ:pal 

Fociul worker spent un qverllge of 12 nouru per case, aL Ii CO!3t. (includini; 

frinGe benefits and overhead) of about ::160. SuperVit'llrs Ilnd other BLaff 

members contribute(l lin (lcidi tionul hOllr t.o the uverar-;c t.ime re'luired for 

servin/.: tne case. The cost of worr: dune by st.aff r.1E'11bp.l"'3 on Lhese cases, 

plus: vendor puyments for fO~lter cure, :::edical care, etc., pror!uced Ii total 

cost per case that rlmt;~d from ,)2,0 ill one COU!1ty 1.0 s1 :'t;htl
J 

uver .; lOoo in 

ruwther. (There VIW) Il wi.de VUdlUlCP around each ()f t.tll! averaGe:: jUHt.. ci t.ed, 

however. The interellted reader L1 urged to consul I. t.hf) :'inul report, of ~he 

'lecond year, rat.h(!J:' ihun to rely ~p()n these nece:;:;nl'ily brief FtatementB.) 

,.:It nppeared from tho C,we records that improV~meTltH Occurred du:"tng tilt' 

COurlle of the case in the child I:; netH:,'l perforrnar,co, ph.'1lJical h')111 th, 11:,.j 

mental 'W('ll-beint;. Tile out.come or 45 p'rcent of tile ca.:(,13 VIti:; mlid to b., 

the elimination of tho child-nc!;l')cl loI'olJlcm Uli I( I'e,lull ul' :li!t!llCY Inter­

vention. 'rhe prolJlen. l'erainted ill or.,,-!'lfth of 1.1:(1 ';a:'I':: tluL ::erviuc W:1:' 
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discontinued becauHe further Vlork nan deemed likely Lo be ineffective. 

One-sixth of the children moved out of the count.;', mnkinG t,hc/:I no loneer 

accessible. When the HCr.:M was applied t.o the datn 011 child jll'otective ser-

vices, no sil;nificant l'esults pertaininG to effectivcneB:3 were fOWld. Cost-

effectiveness wan invernely related tu the Humber of staff hours inveuted 

in tne case--u finding that is not. Jurprisinu, in view of the fact thut the 

number of ntaff hours is an importunt cO:rtponont of lhe cusl-e::l.imation pro-

cedure. (If the expendi lure of a great umowlt 01' :.:t:.tff tin,c could be shuwn 

to be conspicuously more effect! ve lhan the .;xpen,jj tur(> of 1,'u:;er amoun t.fI 

of time, this GTeater effectiveness might have over-riclden the increuHe in 

cost to un ext.ent sufficient to proC!ucp. Ii bet.t.er cost-L'f'fect.ivenesG ratiu 

for cases that received ",ore service.) 

In employment Sf.'~A~, second-yell!' fi.gures are not. cump'll'uble to those 

COl:'.!,iled for the firs t Yf>llr, Bince we cxclurieri dUJ'in(r Lh~ fWi;Ullll ycoar t.hone, 

clients who were ir.unudiatoly known by their Bocial wurkers ·~o be inappropriute: 

for referrul to err.ploymellt or Il traininG pru/;l'UI:1. (ChanGes 'n procru.m l'egu-

l!ltionH during t.he project nrc another importnnt nOllrcC' or nur,-corr.pHrabi lit,o 

of data for the two yeaI'll.) Huving rola-Ie '.;hifl initial L'X'clu:;iort, we found 

that nearl,)' Illl 01' thl' 202 clionto 111 the A/U~ple were d'~(~:iod appropriate 

for tr~lini/tt: or in a few inntancen i"Jr ir.lllledil1te ompl('.\'iI\lmt. 'rwo-thirds 

"ore referrer! to WlN during the cuur:'c 01' t.ho stUll:,' ,Year, .!2 pt:'rcent to /,!lJTA, 

and mont.. of the roclIliniior to Vlil'lUUtl ut.lier oml'lo.)'r~"nt pt'o(;r,II:H;. Howev!'!', 

only 64 perc('ut. /lctuall:; nnrulll'd 'in IL traininH pro/;rurn. 'rWll-t!llr,I:l 01' t.:lC 

remninUl'r (~3 percent ur t.he tutal :11,1:,,'10) did nut nccept tlll'ir rcl'erl'ul:; 

(uince Ilut all cli"miLl Wl'!'C requll"E~d I. t'llrull ill tr,Otl\.' tlnyn), :u,d tne ru­

mllining 12 pl-rcon t were rejected boY till! tru.i I. I n{: P:'O,;I'IH'" On 1.1 4 7 o!' t.ile 
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clienta whose receipt of employment Hcrvices ended during t.h(~ stud" period 

completed a training proarrun. However, the llUIntlElr who foJund jobs WIiS larger 

than thiG, uecause Dome clients dropped out of traininG pro£,;l'aJ:ls to accept 

eL1ployment. 'rhe jobn that they accepted, whether on t!leir own or as u 

result Df aGency efforL, tended to be luw-puying, low-n~ill JODS. Of all 

c1 ien ts whooe canen ter::lina ted durinG the study period, 10 p0rcent termillll ted 

because they were er.lployed as u resu.l t of the aeer,cy I::; effort. aJld ~o pl'rcent 

obtained ernploynent in some otiler way. A tutul of fou!'teen huurs of 15or-

vice wa~ provided to the average CUSE', of wnich d(~vell and one-half huuri! 

WGre social wurker ti:ioC. When total stnff hvurn 1'I1ire cx:.t.:~ir,ed in relution 

to case ou tco:r.e, it up,:eured tll:, t s pe:).: i IIg nore 1"hur. twen ty :,U.l!'S on a cane 

did not result ill u uiG':!ificunt. il::pl'uvLl::ent in outcur,e. In fact, after tcn 

nours there appeared to be II drar:;u tic tlrup in cos t.-~ :'1'oc ti VCnNJ!l t wilen ollly 

the cost 01' ut.a1'f tir.:e is considered. HeEM anulYlwB rcvealLd that. Ht'l:vices 

to mule clients nre bot.h more effectiv0 and more cust-effect:vc than services 

to fpmules. AIlJu, it was shown tilat. !wrviccs to Cauca8iuns a:'e more cont.-

effective thun sCI'vices to Indi:uw, wi:iul1 in turn are ::Iore cllBt-effective 

t'IM serv iceB 1.0 :Hack c 1 ien t~,. 

Rt!port.o. Tho:le repurto that covered the th:'cp. lIuIJ-pru.i<'ct.n have 

already been I is ted. On the caee-du til as pee t, and r01:1 ted rna Hc:os, Unco 

producer! the followillir fi nul 1'0 port 01' the proJec: \" r. nnctllHi :l('/lr' 

MCCl8urin/j the HeluLiv('! Cont!1 /lnr! Effcct.lvl'lIE'rw of 

Solcctctl Sl)ciul :.icrviceo ll:t:lu.ied under '[,i tl'L!1.z. 

f.urt. A of' t.hll :;ociIl1 .'iecurl\j Act 

On the sUbJeu t. of uuI' pI'ut:rcoo t.uwnrd I!ccompli:Jhing tht! tnllr.:; i,nc1 uded ill 
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the stUll..,. prupoflul, Dr'l,' sUbmi t ted t.WU 1'eport.s: 

Pro(,reSll Report: Pruject on ;(eluUve r:r:'ect;vpnenn oj' 

Soci!!l serviceB :,iarch 113, 19'/2, Illld (up(!llted) :,!ny 19, 1972 

ObJectives of the Thi:-d Year 

One third-year objec ti ve Wilt: Lo les t. the uFpl icubil i t.y of the He la t.l ve 

Cost-l!:ffectiv'Jnem; /.ludel. !l. mHtne:~ut:'cH.l mouel aevdop,.'d 1'01' tr.e ,Jub Cur:l!l, 

to public welfare oucbl aorvic(:.;. .lurinG the thirfl j'lwr, t!oC' !lCl::'~! was 

applied to the conceptn of the ':;~):Ll-0r1el1ted Social Set'viccn System (GJ:::i5). 

Unlike mrul,,\' demunstratiun pro,j,~ctB, which focuB upon lin intlOvnt.ive 

method of tiel'vice del iVllry, thiIJ hus bl'en eosenthl1y a methuJulu{Tical 

projeut. It shows u method 0';' t:lu~lTlG cust-effeclivenenu COUlIl:tnsonn. 

This method can be upplied tv cascr. r('':civinG' u ':pccir:"d :Jervice. u(nnG 

used to cOL~pare !!n,:{ ,'IPI·lrllp."lllte a"lnC' f. ' " ,. I" v.l 0 "I\(!:W !'V 1 Ct! (I () .1 Vi! t'y :lyfl tern • 

This i:3 t.he appdc:ntiull thut 'I.e o.unun:tLruted durir,{j th,) l'it'st two .>"ars, 

cturing wlliclI tir.,e wo u:wd Oll tcu;,eca 1,,! ... UrlQ!l lha t were t,.;lilol'()'l to tl,e 

specifi.c service beir.iS .ltudied. But i t. nec/~ed l·(':.~~ullll!:ll' t.tl t.n;l1k t.tlUt 

inter-service coolpar.:l0rw wuuld be fl>:u:ible also, l1B~3u::,in(: lllllt. we 1 i::li t 

such compllri I;l :J to cnoeH for which tr,c,i' are apprupl'i ail', .L:.!.:.:.. t r.u.ucn 

havin~ t.lle slu~e gel.em1 l;uul. (It in conceh'ublc tllut CUJt-tJIIllofil ruttoll 

could be calculated :.lId UOmp;L!'l,d I'ul' 1I11j pal!' of :l0rvi.::('n ltil!lil..lOovcr, 

pruvided tllllt t:lC hellcflt ul ellcitl I'unni ulc I.lutcone cuul.i ba IJiI ti nfuctorlly 

Il\.ated in turmn of dullanl. !.lUI. tf til/! bon~fit.o t.:UII 00 :'ull:, ,:clcl'lb(ld ill 

dollars, we do riO t /loud the li<.:EII.. 'j'IIP /leed for nuch II toul :1:1 tile Her:!,! 



impact of a 3ervice upon a client is ill quaU tative terms. Under tho!le 

circumstancen, we need to hHve u set of qualltative outcume cateboric$ 

that "mlli-e sense" for tt.e cuscn beiliG cOl~pared. 'I'he ttH":ftS in wnicr. case 

outcomes are ,1escr:bed l1houlti uear It LOGical relutiunsltip to the purpose A 

for which the aerv ice prugrams (>)(ist. That b the juntificatlun for lite 

1 imi tine; s tfl ternen t that cuses t.,) be cor.lp:l.red Ilhould have t.ile sa::le general 

"oal.) 

The foregoinG' eX;Jhl1f1tion implies the need fvI' a set of general out.-

cOllie clllp'~U:'lCS to 8upl'!f'mcnt ur .:-eplnce the nervice-sp.!cific oPts of 

Inore lnan one, HI J'ucl--apP('3I't:;1 Jo,·.ard the end uf ~hc project.'B second 

'yoar • It WII!! a part uf' (j.)3.,J, tr.e Goal-Oriented ~;ocinl ;iervlr.l's Sy~tel:'" 

GOSSS wau Il systom of cor.cepts, proce(1urC's, aI'.d forms devised by SRS with 

t:.e eXpectll.tion t.hut ev\'ry st·ute woulri be requircd to use tho:: in progrurr. 

budt;eting, pcrform~nc(! l'lllni tvring, ali·j vuri()\w fur.;is 01' Il"COU:1t.llbill ty 

wi thin thc suciul .JeI'VlCI .. :.1 cu\'('l'en Uj t.rW puhl ic !ltwiot"nce ti tIcs. (Hy the 

t.ime tho project. endL'd, GO:):~::i, which lIall 1I0ver LL'cn officially r.,nndnted t 

appeared to h,we tJl.:cn almnuonec by SHS. It 1'1110 vcry much uliv(>, how(]ver, 

t.hroughout t.:le c,11cnl1ur yell!' 1972, nut only w!lilo tt'le project.'u third y(J~'r 

wun boint1 planned ilut alno durinG tho !'irat. few rnolltho or field work.) When 

we nnw tho draft. L1Utodlu dVUC1'IUlf1t; (;J~iJS :Ulri dL,c()vcrl!:l 'Kitllin it. t10mc 

cone1l"ic gOlll:; to which t.ho HC:-':~ CULll,1 lJD Ilpplied, ullit wlloll W{' porceivod t.he 

magnitude of the l1ll'icrt/LKlng tilHt. ..-",,1.1 ue requir.!d of :.!inncnllt./l .I.tl vrdf'r 

to implement GO~;,j:;t our lIont. couroo uf H:::ticm for t.he pro"ect'l\ thlrd yenr 

was OOViOUlIl to 0('011111 Hod field·t.l!:lt. uur own "onnon uf thlJ SSIS (t.hO 

Uociul llf!rvicea Infol'rr.utlvll .iubn.Yl'tmn, one part. of the (;,1:;:>3 pu.lwf,f')t lind 
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to apply the RCEM to tbe data thus collected. 

Vlhich parts of the GOSS3 structure constituted the generic outcome 

categories? There were two poesibilities: "condition of life" and 

"barrier status." Basic to GOS~)S were the ideas that (1) each 80cia1 

sergices client can be assigned one of four goals: self-support, self-care" 

communit'y"uased care, or institutionalization; and (c!) that tho functioll of 

social services is to help the client attain t.ne chosen goal hy removing 

or controlling val'ious barriers which B tand in hi ~l wn'y. At tllinmen t of olle 

of the d'oals Ir.ay be a matte::- of degree, ~, a client r.lay bo olll'y partially 

self-supporting. Fo!' that reason, the GO::i3S materials contailled a sort of 

scale attached to each of the broad Boals, thus mu~ing it pODsible to report 

the decree to which a client had attained one of the Guals. Since his 

current status, as well as his hoped-for future statuB, coul~ be reported 

in this fashion) the t;:rm goal was largely abandoned ill fuv:>r of the r.:ore 

general term cO!1di tiun of life. [·or project iJurp0l.len, t:lell, ,;ho vnrious 

possible condi tiuns of life that clients !:liGht at.tain as 11 (presumo.l) 

consequence of social sln'vices--Le., the de{j1'ees or steps jlwt describod--

nonstituted a set of ouLcome catecories to which t~e HC!U mi~lt be applied. 

Also, the GOU.)G material listed ttlirt./ barriers (11 1 ir:t which we SubLelj4ently 

shorteneC:) and provided :~ set of coJeG 1'01' indicatinc; frulf, til/.e to tirr,e wnat. 

had happened to each uarrier thn t the c lien t faced. These co f()s appeared 

likely at first to offer another net of out( ome cateGuries fIr HCr~M ar.alysis. 

Data collection and analysis is to no avail unless plannprs and admin-

istrators act on the results. Therefore, utilization was another important 

concern in the third 'year. The objective was: To develop and dcmons'trute 

,15 

.- \ ' 
~ 



.' 
• 

• 

.. 

, I 
: i 

I 

-, 

-' 
...... ,',. ·If·" . '-:"' ~., 

a utilizntion strategy, i.~. a strategy for enablinG pro~Tam managers 

to act upon the results of cost-effectiveness analyses. 

Summary of the Third Year 

Data Collection Activities. Data were collected for tv/o general pur-

}.>osesf (1) to try out the pr9ject forms, the GOSSS concepts, and the RCE!.! 

on some "real, live" cases; and (2) to identify the difficulties arisinl:, 

in the process of completing the forr.ls and usiniS the concept!;. 

Thirty social workers in the Hennepin and Ramsey County Welfare Depart-

ments recorded services given and case outcomes for a variety of types of 

cases during a six-month period, puttilrtS this information on an updated list 

prepared monthly by computer. Factual and judgment information (~ • .B"' the 

service plan) was recorded a!! a pllir of one-time forms. GOSS:.i concepts had 

been built into'ull the forms. 

Near the conc)usioll of Held work, :he sociul worker? were in.terviewed 

about each cuse that hud closed, chiefly for the purpose ,of' gettinc these 

additional mcasures of case outcome: the worker'n subjective judgment of 

the benefit which accrued to the client; and, if the client had received one 

of the five most-frequently given services (Child protective ser.vi.~es, employ-

ment services, services related to unmarried parenthood, menial health ser­

vices, or nlp..ital re tarda tion serv lces), the service:"specific outcome cu tegory 

best describing' the case. 

Paymen ts for purch;uJed servicen were extrac ted from local agency ILC~:Uun-

+;ing records on a cafJe-by-ca.ue UUolS, thus ElBnuring maximum flexi bi li ty for 

data analysis. Data on workerf" salarics, together with the amount oflnler-
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view time spent on each case (recorded as a part of the flervicp-recordins 

process), were used to compute the cost of worker-provid,·d service, caRe by 

case. An overhead estimate, representing local agency atiminirJt,ration and 

state agency supervision, was calculated for each county from available 

fiscal reports and was then used as a multipll.er to effect an appropriate 

increase in the estimate of the cost of the effort which the worker expended 

on ea.ch case. 

To find out whether workers were completing the one-time forms correctly 

and whether they were comp.rehendinC' the GOSSS concepts well enough to apply 

them to their cases, a project staff r::t:nber Tf:!ad a sample of case records. 

Resul ts of this review were encouraeinl:.' Abo, each worker was interviewed 

early .in the field-work period to fir,j !Jut his opinion of the GOSSS conc(;pto 

and his experience in recording the services tha t he Via!; providintS. Thill 

information was merged with ,~ther kinds of feedback to ir.1prove ihe datu 

system. 

Highlichts of ne~'ul ~s of Data An'd;:nis. Of ille IG8~ socjrd :wrvicen 

cases in the projct;L, six '·.ut of: lJ8VPIl were rcci",;ents ll!' public us:;i.f.ltlJrlCe 

at tne time wilen service plann were uc,jn/j pl'cpar(!d for them, and 10 per-

cent were tlll.)Uf,!lt Lu be uner.lpl0.13LJ1c. At least 70 perec!:t wert.J livir.c at 

home and Wt1re cOlwi:lered able to do liO, but r',any ~I'ld extcndvc need fur 

cervices. 'rile burrier r;;o!lt frequently citc(! b,'l' tLe noci,Ll worKur wa:; 

family Qrou] (nlS, with [luout 40 pe1'e8r.t CJt' ihp planned llflrvice!; buing 

intended tu deal witt those proulenlH. 

In prepIJri!:g ~erVice plalls, tilt' wVI'kers select.ed II great. va!'ieL~{ of 

servlcH:; that t:w.y intewied to uffer tv tile eiienir:, tLe mCJ:.Jt· f!""cquentLy 

IT.'mt lotlC.1 0(.)i116' r~ad tal, l'umllj', IIml c!.lld-re:.lrin/\ CQU!I!Hll lUG: r:u:ntal 
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heal th services, mentul retarda Hon services, child prot.ecti ve serv lces" 

llnd eL~pluyment and rehabilitative services. The pos!'ibiJ.ity of purchasinl5 

these services from an outside agency \'IUS mentioned only 9 Pl? t'ce:1t of the 

time. In nearly all of the cases, the Ylorker eXi'oc ted to achieve tlte 

gunl of his service plan within one yea' or loss. 

In the precedin0 paragraph Vie have named, jn ordi'''' of fI'cquency, 

the. !Jervices that the ill'cial worker:; were mont oi'ten pl:lnninll \'u give. 

What actually h:.tppen(::ci WitH somevlhat different frum what the plans showed., 

Ho attempt wns Wide to cUlllpare plans w':' th pcrforr~ancc or. a calle-oy-case 

b:wi!:' , 1)11 t tl.e social workers' re,'ort<l Boowell the mos t l' !'equen tly {;i veil 

se;:'v ices tu be (in this urder): chj.id protec tion (b l~~:L(lly deri ~led) j 

mental heal tl~ ~lCrvices; employment ul"J rehabilitative servicc~;; fal!lily-

plalU1in6, L."U;~rd i anshi p, and heal tll nee,w services; various nOll-coumw 1 in!; 

services to strengthen individuul ana i'a:lIily life; menta.!. retll)'.wtion 

sarvices; and services tu 1.Lu;,arried " :::-er: ts. 

In 00 pureert t of the cases, the .'L,c.inl \'lurker t'd .. eu. Vii. th the cl ien t 
,:~(: .. 

or a colla terul person u t J ?UC t Ol,CC 'iu ::'ille the courSe of the project. 

(Th0 remuinlnG 20 percent muy Iltlvc> Gutten ser-lice!> tLa t Vlere not reflec ted 

in the social wurkern' re!,"lorts of ac',ivi ty, since thc!;e rej'ortn covered 

only time Bpcnt jll CC,lItuctS or ln trHvel.) In their rcnortB, t~;e worlwrB 

indicuted that they spent 55 percent uf their re!)ortable tll:") ill tiw ficIn 

(inclunill/; truvel ti:"e) , ~i3 percent on the telep:,on;&, and on I,:.' ') perct'nt 

in office interviews. .... , 

'l'h!.! "t.ime units" reJ,orted by tr:o Vlorkers, w!.i.cil rc'i're:wnt only C(;II-

tuct time and t.ravel iir.t(', totulled 10,263 hours and Ii(,)count.r:cl for )6 p(~l'<.:l:nt 
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of their total "payroll time." Tilis total "payroll time" wan cGtimated 

to have a dollar value of 3472,800 for the six mWlthu. Thut estimute 

includes not only the salaries of the !"lociul workc:'s but also Lite u!lpro-

priute shares of clericn1 and supel'vi:1l.lry sularies, of t:le salaries of 

the local agency's adr':: ,1is tra ti ve s tli!'f, of the local u(;ency';; non­

salary overhead, and of the cos I, of Hucial !wrvicC' supervisioll forov ided 

by DPN. Baned on thill method of estir.lation, each IS-minute Li;;;e Ullit 

of contact time (together wi Lh Lne t':'/,,0 that the :i.)ciaJ worker' Bl)ent in 

paperwork, conferellce,l, etc., which we consider to bp, reriplwt'al activity) 

was given a value of Sll.52. 

Vari.oun ways of lnf·)usurinG caBe outcome were tried and cO/::pared Wl th 

one another. '1'1 "n v' 'f'" t t,' ( " le "er lce-spe,~l 1C au comE! C:l et;Orles (~.g., eatecorlel; 

describinG tne yarious outcomeil of chiLl iJrutect.ive nervicas) :;eem t.o be 

usable for at least, crom.; anal~/:Ji[J. 'l'lw "servict.·-,:enel'ic" outClJ!!le ::caleli 
.; 

proyed to be inndp'jU:1 te, except fur e:',pl.oymt·nt service c.~jes. 

The Rebtive Cost-i::ffectivenesD !,jodel was ai'plied 1,0 a few compari­

sons f den pi te tn(> difficul ties caused by co:;t-:ne:wuren:,'ll t prublems and 

by tne sma] In(,8s of the subgrOU[lS ar..t·r,t, the closed casen. 'I'he pre:·cnce 

of prior aL'reement ulJon a goal bol,wcen t.he wor,:er ;~nd I,he clinnt apparently 

was associated wi th I~,orc effective ncrvice, both in emp.loyment llervicen 

and in child protectlon, but e:1pecilllly in t.he fo:~ner. 
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Chapter 2 

l~e Relative Cost Effectiveness Model (RGEM) 

It ia difficult, if not impossible, to attach a meaningful absolute 

benefit to each possible client outcome of a social service. The preferred 

outcome of employment services, obtaining a job, can be expressed as a mone­

tary gain to'the client or. 8S a tax saving because of the reduced need for 

public assistance, yet there are a number of alternative beneficial outcomes 

that can hardly be expressed in monetary terms. Without benefits ascribed 

in absolute terms and without the willingness to assign a value of zero to 

outcomes having no obvious consequences in monetary terms, it is not possible 

to produce an absolute cost-benefit ~atio (such as, "the service yielded 

$3.50 worth of benefit for each dollar spent.") 

But there is a way 01 making comparisons of the cost-effectiveness 

(or JUBt the effect~veness) of two or more methods of servir~ delivery, 

combinations of service elements, organizational arrangements, etc. Tu 

do this. we convert the set of outcome categories into a measurement scale 

requiring less stringent assumptions than that of a dollar scale. The 

measuremenL can be on an ordinal scalf', interval scale, scale at the order-

met.:ic level (L e., in which the distances between scale points can be 

expressed relatively but not in absolute terms), or even.a hybrid s.::ale 

from thesp. various types. The RCEM can handle any of these with input being 

any set of mathematical rules or constraints which describe the relation-

ships, or "effectiveness w..!ights," among the various outcomes. 

In the controversial field of public welfare, complete consensus i~ 

l.a.::king for some of these relative effectiveness weights. Since this 

project has always been or.llmted towat'(l developing n tool that the wel-
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fare system could lise to st'ldy its own performance, ,.,e have incorporated 

the range of opinions held by program managers of welfare agencies. 

Obviously this approach is biased toward the social service managers and 

other personnel rather than the clients. The outcome categories also 

reflect this same point of view. 

Program personnel were used as the judges for establishing the 

relationships among the various outcome categories. The criterion used 

in establishing these relationships (that is, in ranking or rating 

categories) was the probabJe effectiveness which would accrue to the 

cli~nt by virtue of having exited from the service atea at that outcome. 

Experience has shown that social workers, =-..;pervisors, and even clients 

do not disagree radically when asked to rank order a set of outcome 

~ategories. Furthermore, during th" first year of the project we found 

that the experiment a; . .; 11 troductioll 0 f various kinds of effectiveness 

ecales, which had the effect of Introducing a wider range 01 divergent 

opinions, did not make a substantial difference in the results of selected 

cost-effectiveness comp.·'risons in piotective services. In employment 

services (and in family planning services, an area not specifically 

studied after the project's first year), introducing other kinds of scales 

had more noticeable consequences on the c~st-effectiveness findings • 

How RCEM }o'unctions. The Hodel is a computer simulator that views 
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effectiveness measureS as the product uf two input factors: categ~rical 0' 
outcome measures and e((ectivenesa weights. RCEH's sophisticated analytic 

procedures for such sImple input arc justified in order to make allowances 

for the uncertainties which invariably accompany decision-making in social 
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programs. In this case, the uncertainties have to do with giving proper 

interpretations to outcome ca~egurics. Sophisticated procedures are 

also necessary to adequately reflect statistical fluctuation in order 

to eliminate spurious results due solely to chance. 

RCEl<! input.. Input to the model consists of both hard and soft data. 

Hard data for each dient group to be cumpared cunsist of (1) the number 

of clients falling within each outcome category used for measuremcilt 

purposes and (2) the average cost per client in the group.* Soft data 

include statements about the effectiveness weights for each outcome 

category. 

Within a client group, such HS all Child Protection Cases of a local 

office, the number of clients fallillg into each olltcome category for the 

period of time under consideration are aggregated to form a j'l'cqll.tJllcy 

dic:t)'ibui iun. Bu t freq,l(~ncy uis tr i bu t ions are only ollc-haH of the 

nll!asurc of cUectivenes:> for a projel~t. The other half is the sel of 

corrcuponding effectiveness \~eighu;. A key feature of \CEN is its abIlity 

to cope wlth effectiveness HeightH expressed in a form that llIanagt'rs and 

planners deem satisfaclory. Stat;en,,,nts expressing preference amolllj Oll! come 

categories, or any other type of relationship. are culled ~ci~hti~J 

Goa 1.0)0. 

An cxnmple of calcuillting service effectiveness with ,'n interval 

'" A thOI;O\lgh examinolt ion 01 proc'cdlln's for estnbU shins both outcom(; 
categories and cost estimates is the subjf!ct of Chapter J. 
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Weighting scale. To appreciate the variety in the typC's of weighting 

scales that can be used, first consider a hypothetical l~mployment services 

activity where each client who terminates in Category 1 is kllOwn to have 

improved his life-time earnings by $20/week; clients in Category 2 by 

$l0/week; and Cntegory 3 by SO/week. This kind of wei!.;hting scale is 

known as an interval soole. Suppose, upon examining client groupings 1\ 

and B, , ... e discovered that for each 100 terminees in eDch group, the 

follOWing results were obtained: 

Category 1 
Category 2 
Category 3 

Group A 

50 terminees 
30 terminees 
20 terml,nees 

Group B 

90 l('rminees 
10 lcrminees 
a terminecs 

Clearly, we would be inclined to say Group B is more effective __ 

indeed, much more effective -- than Group A. In fact, we wuuld probably 

be inclined to calculate an "effectiveness ratio:" 

B:A = 90 x $20 + 10 x $10 + a x $0 
50 x $20 ~ 30 x $10 + 20 x $0 

$1,900, 
$1,300 

= 1.46, 

or we might say group B is 46 percent more effectivc than group A. 

Calculating service effectiven,';'!;:, with an ordinal. seal.!::. The sim-

plicity of the above annlysis uerivr~ from the absolutely prreise specl-

fication of effectiveness weigilts provided by an interval H(,(lle. As 

indicated previously. the effectiveness of social programs, l'ven employ-

ment services. is too subtle to permit: representlltion by all j IltervaJ 

scale. The most definitive statelOl'n! Ii about cmployml'nt services that 

would be generally acceptable arl! tltl' forms uf l'xprul,h ion hlll'll lH; 
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"Category 1 is bettel' than Category 2." Sometimes f01' isolated categorie::;, 

a stronger statement might be ventur,ed, such as "Category I is at Zeast 

twice ao good as Category 2." But even in this case, they arl! not likely 

to venture anything stronger than "better" or "worse" when comparing 

categories. 

The set of statements ranking the var.ious cHtegories ill this !tanner 

is known as an ol"dinal $(.:alc. "'hen WI.' include statements like "at least 

twice as good," we are moving toward a l'at1:o sea!,] which includes statc-

mants li.ke "Category I is (precisely) twice as good as Category 2." 

Given an ordinal weighting scale associated with a set of outcome 

categories, we still do not know the actual effectivenes::; weiHht associated 

with each category. We merely know some "constraints" about the actual 

weigl,t. RCEN generates :1 set of weights which satisfies the consl.rainls 

and then compares the var.iolLq client groups using these weights. Of 

COUl'se, the fact that the generated weights sati~fy tlll' cOllstraih_ti does 

not guarantce that. they are the most appropriate ones to associate with 

the outcome categories. Cor;'cql1E'ntly, several hlJndred sets of weir.lIes are 

genclateo (within the constraints) for compllting t\i'~ clicnt groups. If 
" 

one group always proves more effective than anoLher, we ~an ~ay with 100% 

confidence that the fir6t grollp is more eHecti\,C!.idt:J:n the ~t!(·nnd. On 

the other hand, if one group 11:; not always more ll'i:J:)YCd(ll, thilll L1w other, 

the statement of relative eC[ectivcne,Hl is m'IClewl.th less confillcncc 

(expressed in probability terl1l~) • 

This technique is known at; nsimulntion." The' :resl:Jl.tS' of RCEM 
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Simulation are preSented in the 
form of four numbers for eacll 

participa~t groups: pail' o[ 

• 

• 

• 

the average relative efj'ectivene88 of the 
group as compared to the other service to the one 

the probability that one 
other is more (or less) f ' e f('ctiv~' than the 

the av erage relntive eos:;-r.> '·r,.,,...t,~.v one gro VJ J , ..... ~ crzes" 0 r. tl up ns compared to t! ! ,U L Ie service to tile Ie ot leI' 

the probability that one i 
other s more COst-effectivl~ than the 

RCEN COOl,E:lter/Analytic Compon('nt~. 
Figure 2.1 diRp1nYH a system 

flow of the typical 
response to a problem stutcwcnt. 

The computer pro'p'ams 
required to achieve ReE ~ 

~I analYSis nrc generically , 
as: ref(,l'red to in the figure 

"File Analyzer" 

• UlHe1ative Cos,t-£ffectivron""L' .. ~-~ Analyzer" 

tl!etie ca,lculalions durin" I 
, < t Ie proJect, Vncals 

In tile course of perfOrm4olg 

Generalized file Anulv.,'nr 
J' ~ Ilnd l1.clat 1 Vt' 

Cost J'ffectlv. cnc-s - Hodel, rcspcctive-ly, were used [or thli!f'e " PIII'pOSel':. 

File An:l1yze.r... 'fhe file An,!l,Y;:l~r d 
pro uces ~n~ number of multi­

dimenSional tabulations of data 
items. For (!xamrl]", II 

Ie program m,IY 
provide a report on the number 

of cji('nts by service 
arc:JI, It'cal offt('(.., 

age, and outcoole category. II 
le computer program can 

also cJlculntc nn 

each cell formed by cr<Js .••. in". 
AVe'.agl.! vnl\l~ of ,I\lother itcllt within 

< ,I nun,f'er of dim~nRlon u . s. cor ('xlJmple, one !l"ly 
.~iHh to derive aVerilge !.ength of 

Stay or nVl'ragc C(lstw!th111 cuch ceIl 
exemplified above. 
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FIGUPE 2.1 SYS'l'EMS FL0\1 CHART FOR APPLYING RCE1~ 

Prepare Descriptive 
Analysis Specifications 

Process usin91 
"File J\nulyze~l 

PrCFrlre Problem 
Data Specifications 

.-______ Ji: 

k----------~ __ 

Process Using 
"File An<llyzer " ----'---7'\ 

Prepare Cost-Effectiveness 
Analysis Spl'cifications 

_k_-,~~_--
PrOCCf>S Using 

"Relntive Cost-Effectiveness 
Analyzer" 
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The File Analyzer is also ..;apnble of clas:s:lng item codl!~ intl) 

more encompassing coues. For example. age-nt-entry rna>' be cla!;sed Into 

16 years or less, 17 years, and 18 years or older. Willi tllis capability 

multi-dimensional tabulations can 'be obtained withoul !'xcessively depIcting 

the sample sizes within cells. 

A final and most important property of the file .llldlyzcr is its ability 

to aggregate information by each client of interest for input to RCEM. 

This infoLln .. 1tion consists of frequency distribul ions acrOSj; outCOC1t~ 

cateeorleQ and average group costs. 

"Relative cost-effect ivcncss nnil1..Y.3.£!:.." This computur prugrarn hall 

the capability to obtain relative cost-effectiveness meDsur~H but~cen 

groups by combining performance data (in tC'rms of frcqllcncicll across 

categories), costs, and statements ab('lltt effectiveness weighls. Thl.' 

Relative Cost Effectiveness Model (RCEM) is probably the mOHt gcncrali~cd 

existing example of this program. 

Hathematics of RCEl-! 

Definitions. Given costll and the percentage dlstributiun of clients 

across designated outcome categorIc.;, Ilnd a Hct of cffl!ctivpr.Nle ,,'eig:lts, 

the cost crr~~ctivcnt.!ss ratio (r,,) or Il particular clll·nt. grouping, Program 

A, is defined in Formula 1: 

• ..,., p 

". ~,', . 

• 
,,'here (1) 

2ft 
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.. probabiU ty o( client in Program A achi(~ving 
outcome i 

effectiveness weight aysocia~cd with outcome 1 

average cost for each client In Program A 

Similarly, the cost effectiveness ratio (r
B

) of an alt~rnate Program 0 

is denoted according to the same (ormula, with tile SLJUIU COIllPOIlCIILb: 

After dn appropriate allowance h~s ~een made for lack of certainty about 

the values (or oach of the two programs being compared -- p1 

two measures oC cHch rntio, r A ant! r
O

' <Ire sought. 

The first mcusure is the probnbility that I'rogr.1m II is more cost cffc('live 

than Program B. The seconJ r.ll'!Isurc is. the expected rut '0 of til to rIP 

which is del ined to he the relative CO.:lt c(f(~ctivelle};R (It I'wgrnm II lo 

I'roBram B. It is imporlaTlt to note that by sett in!; hoth 1I1li!. costs to 

unity, these OICIlSlJrCS or relative ,'ust t1ffcctivl'I1CSS lwcomc Nill'ply me(ll;urcs 

of tcldtive effectiveness. 

The production or measures. TIl(> two menSlIrl'S Just tleHcribcd ;Ire 

denoted respectively: 

probubililY 

rela tivo coo t 
effe(:t!veness 

. , 

.. 

n 
) f 

, , 

.. 

• 

-. 
" 
k 
~' 

, . .. ' 

1 
I 

I 

.- .. -.alii b ==!II"~....-v 

>. state of knowledge about effCl't.iV£.>I1l'HS weights. 

Each of these expressions can be approached through the use of thl' 

conditional probabilities in For':",la 2: 

• e. • (2) 

E~~ I .. ) p < .. I.) dE., whm 

e == effectiv~/1ess weight vector. 

Notice t at tIe pro a·l.~ y rA • h I b b 'J 't > r B, g{ven _e, is either 1 0'" 0 (or .5) 

whenever the client percentage distributions P~ <lnd p~, i == 1 ••.• ,k • 

d knoWl\ with certainty <lH assuII'C'd in 1"ormll]lI 1. and unit casts, cA an c
B

' are 

By t e Law 0 arge lim ers, " h f L N b those ('.quations become the lollowing: 

p( r
A 

> r
B 

E( r A 
l'B I>. ) 

If 

I>') L P (rA > 
\ 

lim 1 r I£j ), and - B Y-KXJ y j=l 

\" 

== lim 1 L. {~ 1 ~j) ' whl'rc 
y-)U;) y 

j=l 

a knO\~n realization from the univl""sC of 
feasible effcct:i.veness ~Il~"ir,hts :H:cornpli.BllCd 
by compui'('r simu] ation. 

(3) 

These limi::s are approximated by USIng u lIrg~ nu !"ho • . 1 /T'-r (- = 200) 01 rundorn 
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effectiveness weight vectors (,£,j). The simulated sample is selected in 

accordance with the distribution function, P (,£,IA). Knowledge, A, is 

translated into constraints in the computer, and these constraints set 

limits for establishing the feasibility of randomized effectiveness 

weights. 

The Laplace critArion* for decision making under uncertainty :s the 

theoretical basis for this technique of associating probabilities with 

the occurrence of any possible set of effectiveness weights. By Dleans 

of the Law of Large Numbers, simulation is used to allow for assessing 

probabilities, for arbitrary statements concern] effectiveness weights. 

Otherwise one might be forced to rely on closed-form mathematics to per'orm 

there calculations, which might be difficult, if not impossihle. At the 

very least, a specialized mathematical development would be required for 

each type of statement which might bd included in the scheme. 

From studying Formula J, it is evident that 

p ( 'A > '. 1 !'.) 'nd E ~ :: 1 £.) 'hould be fu<th" ex,min.d. It h,s 

just been concluded, however, that l' (rA > r B I,£,)- is either'O or 1 and 

aasily calculated. 

*Davi~ W. Miller and Martin K. Starr, Executive Decisions and Operations 
Research (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, I~c., 1960). 
pp. 90-94. The Laplace critt!rion is also called the critcrjon of rationality, 
". • • [The] Laplace cd terion is thco only one tha t express~!s no iI t ti tude 
except the desire to be rational. Thclt is, if we say we don't know the 
probabilities then we must act as .J.:: we don't know tlll~ prohabilities [1'.94J." 
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E (:: I'£') is just as easily calculated, since, once ,£, is given, 

the formulas for calculating the relationship of r A to r B can be applied 

by using Formula 1. 

Thus, if the effectiveness for each possible outcome is known, and 

the outcome distribution for clients along with unit costs are known, 

the computation of the desired probability and expected-ratio can be 

accomplished easily. When our level of knowledge about effectiveness 

weights is less than complete, simulation principles can be applied by 

a computer to converge to the desired measures for decision making. 

Statistical fluctuations in cl.i.ent distributions. A number of 

extensions to the RCEM are necessary to maintain flexibility and to 

relax certain restrictive assumptions. Seldom can client distributions 

or costs be knolo.'Il deterministically ~that is, exactly). Typically, 

these inputs ar;l.se from a sample of the client population awt hence are 

subject to chance fluctuations; the decision statistics 

p ( 'A > '. IA) and E(~: IA) .hould «flect the,e uncertain'io" 

Thus, one usually deals with a sample n clients from a program with 

a total of N clients. Outcome 1 is achieved by n
i

, Outcpme 2 by n2 , and 

so on. Were this experiment repeated with another sample (even from the 

same program), the frequenci<es, n
i

, would probably change. The extent 

of such fluctuatioi is governed by the multinominal distribution, as 

csn be seen in the following calculption. More important, however, is 

the impact of these changes on program effectiveness, rA or r B• 
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Since tA or r B is a sum of parts, the Central I,imit Theorem demonstrates 

a tendency for it to be n()rmally distributed. This implies that all 

fluctuations in rA or rB'can be adequately studied in t.erms of the variance, 

2 2 
denoted as cr or a r. rB' 

To calculate an expectation or r
A 

or r B based upon frequency data, 

Pi is replaced by.:::1:. in':Formula 1. 

n 

To simplify the prese~tation of the concept, costs will be considered 

later, and therefore c i = 1: 

k 

r ~L • where 
i=l 

k 
n L 

i=l 

To estimate the sample variance in r, the multinominal distribution is 

used' 

J 

n! 

true probabilities of occurrences 
nl"" ,nk 

where 

.: 

.. 

." 

~'"-' 

I' 
I 

,------.-~ --_ .. -_. -----------_._--- , 

Therefore, the moment-generating function (MGF)* for 

k 
u -) 

M 

MGF (t) 

= 

.. 

nr 

E(etEn l ei) 

I 
(np ••• nk) 

where 

k 

~ n1'=n 

i=l 

) 
L .. . 

(nl , ... 'Ilk) 
where 

k 

L 
1"1 

n "'n 
i 

is as follows: 

n! 

n! 

*Emanuel Parzen, Stochastic Processes (San Franc1sco·. H Id 
19 0 en-Day. Inc., 62), p. 11. 
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Upon differentiating E (,etU) twice and observing that: 

tu I E (e ) b=Q = E {u 2etU
) !t=O 

= E (u 2
) 

= n (e12Pl+.··+ek2Pk)+n(n-l) (e1P1+ ••. +ekPk)
2 

then: 

0
2 
u 

estimated by S2 = 
u 

1 
n' 

which is 

Variance of cost estimates. In most situations, costs are considered 

b ig compared, nnd require reasun­to be constants for eael. client group e n 

ably simple variance calculation. However, on some occasions costs arc 

provided together with estimates of variances. To deal with this 

situation, consider 

r '" ~ so thut X = re, where X re!Jrcsents effectiveness. 
c 

* Flam this, the variance can be calculated: 

V2 
b V2 + V2 + 2p V V ,where 

X r c re r c 

V = relative variance. 

f K Random Variables," G -' "The -Variance of the Product 0 
*Leo A. oOuman, i 57 (J962), pp. 54-60. Journal of the American Statistical. Associat on, 
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. By assuming tha t rand care uncorrela ted, * this reduces to 

V.X
2 

V2 + V2 , or r c 

Impact of the extensioml of the ReEl-!. The expected ratio statistic 

remains unchanged with. statistical fluctuations. However the probability 

that rA > r B will change as a function of sample size. 

A more appropriate calculation for P (rA > rn 1£) must now be 

developed from Formula 2 and Formula 3. Instead of being limitr.d to only 

thE: values 0 or I, P can now assume any value between 0 and 1. By 

assuming normality for rea&ons giver. previously, and by denotin.G the 

actual means of r A and r
B 

2 
and or 

B 
then: 

as ~~ , with the respective variances 
B 

*This implies that cost effectiveness is not dependent upon cost alone-­
in fact, it does not even correlate with cost. An alCernatjve ab6umption 
which can be used is that PXc =: O. This should not usually be the cal:>C, 

however, because as costs increase, so should effectiveness. 
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= p (z 2:. ~ ), where 

cr 
Z = standard normal variate. 

Notice that d = (r
A 

- rB) 
s is 

cr 

.~ \FA2 + s 
r

B 
2) 

tho atatistic that is used in the t -test, and can be interpreted accord-

ing to the standard normal distribution for large samples. Thus, if e 

is given deterministically, then the probability calculat(·J by the ReEr-: 

is equivalent to the large sample statistic used in deciding upon signi-

ficance 0f differences between the average effectiveness of lWO programs. 

In general, however, no traditional itatistic is equivalent to the 

measures produced by the RCEM, 

Summary of the RCEH formulation. TIlCre are four logicill steps in the 

application of simulation, with the Laplace criterion (or modeling deci~ion 

processes, to the development of the ReEM. 

First, the objective is to estimate both the prohnbilit y that Progr:u:t 

A is more effective than l'rogrmn II (Iud also their nxpc(:tcd rallo of 

effect l.VC\lllIHI. 
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Second, calculations are based on the Laplace cri te,rion to justify 

the association of probability statements with uncertainty 
~ about ef(ective-

ness weights • 

Third, computer simulation is then used, accordin~ to the Law of 

Large Numbers, to obtain probability statements from g".n"ric 
< - constraints. 

This permits formulas to b 
e constructed under the assumption of known 

effectiveness Weights. 

Fourth, with known eff ti ec veness weights, conditional probabilily 

can be calculated using standa d t h· "r ec Ill-ques and the results can be 

averaged. Therefora, the caluclations can be made as complex as required 

to reflect reality, including sample fluctuations. 
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MEASIJRES AS INPUT TO RCEH 

Introduction 

Regardless of the underlying logic of RCEI{ or its appropriateness to 

management, it like any other analytical technique, is limited by the 

quality of input information provided. Of particular importance, therefore. 

,I 

I } 
H 

ll'.:'e the two types of hard data which must be obtained al> input to the wodel. 

Recall form Chapter 2 that these "hard" inputs consist of outcome categories 

~ 
I 
m r 

and costs. 

During the first year of the project, extremely detailed outcomCR were 

established for Child Protective Services, Employment ServiceR and Family 

I • 1 
,),. 

Planning Services. In contrast, the second year effort was partly Aiven 

to simplifying those outcome categories (Family Planning ServiccA was 

I eliminated from the secon'] year study) while maintaining a cor.~'11ensurate 

i 
level of measurement sensitivity. But even wL:h simplified l)l1t'.'-'mel>, 11 

pr'-.ctlcal limitation to full implementution of RCEH was the necessity for 

'1 having a distinct ll. 'C ot outcomes defined for each and every service area. 

t;xpprlence inidcated that caseworker:; would rightfully balk if l:alled upon 

:1 to routinely supply information at this level (If specificity. 

! \ .• An attractive alternative is to measure clienl achieveml!nts without 

specific reference to a given service area, using generjc calegories appli-
.. 

cable to all social services. An example '>f such a set or generic outCOr:t(,S 

,. was the orig1nal four goal states, and subgoals, which were developed by 
•• 

the Co nUI\\1 11 1 ty Scrvic(!s Administrative (IS a part of GOSS, (:;Cl' Chapter 1 l'llr .. 
~ 
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reference). Thus, both because of the timing of the NaU 0lla1 ServIces 

Reform lllOvement and because of the structural appropriateness of sCl'vice-

genp.ric goal categories, in the third year of the proJect.we clecteu to 

test the va1:ldtly of particular goal categories defined within the context 

of COSS. Unlike efforts during the first two years of the project, this 

type of information would have to be collected while each case is l:ltill 

active, calling for a ~uch more elaborate approacll to data collection. 

All cases which closed while collecting active .. ase information wer(' 

further reviewed by project staff and tile assigned caseworker to establish 

a service-specific outcome, generated from definitions of the first two 

years of the project. As a result, questions concerned with the amount 

of sensitivity lost by going to 11 servke-generic set of outconws cun he 

directly examined. Horeover, direct caseworker assessment of the client 

benefits felt to be achieved for each closed case was also sought. In our 

opinion, this information we collected is the only attC'mpt to dote to 

scientifically validate GOS,~ .. type goal states. Gi.ven the fact that all 

State Departm('nts will be required shortly to develop a sj~ilar menns of 

measuring social services, the data results presented in the fullowing 

section have nalional import. 

Because of the need for on-going systemmutic procedures for collecting 

outcome informiltion, the decision was mad€' to simllitanl'ollsly enhancl' Pilst 

efforts at CQst an<llysis. With c1h'nt-based information systems, case 

outcO\~es automatically can be made to reUect virtlwlly .my aspect of the 

delivery system to be investigated. This is 3ccomplinhet! hy r,roupinr. 

cases according to variolls treatln('ntH rc('elvl'd ilntl studying tlffrcrclll'I's 
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among the groups. In order to have the same capability for examining 

comparative costs, expenditure information must be disnggreguted to the 

individual client level. TIle basis of prorating caseworker costs to this 

level must be some sort of case activity indicator. Ohvious contendors 

nrc:, length of time the case is open, number of contacts, thle spent 

on the Cllse, Ilnd number of service units provided. 

Length of case was used as the primary basis for cost proration 

during the first two years of the project in which only informdtion on 

closed cas('s was colll.'cted. Number of contacts nnd number of time units 

were collected in tlae third year, providing not only mure detailed lnfor-

mation for purposes of cust proration, but also sufficient infurmation 

to study each method comparatively. \,1wt is the extent of tlil' likely 

error in estimatl.ng c051:s using length of service, or \lumber of contacts, 

compared to knowing the actual caseworker effort expended? TII~pe kinds of 

questions CJn now be answered unuquivically using data colle~:,d in the 

third yoar. No attempt \.'as givcm to developing service unit al:tivit;,: 

Iltnndllrds Ll) scrve ns il \I'lsis of cost proration. Rathel', we Idt the 

direct recording o[ tIme unit provides a superior indication of resources 

expendud. In fact, wer~ standards to bp used they would be developed fr~n 

the dnta obtained from this project. 

Includ.d ulso in n subsequent section on cost analysis is n diHcuss!on 

about how w~' applied t:xisLing accounting information to appropriately inflate 

caseworker /i.llaries so au to account fllr the totnl eost of. providing services. 

'111et'c is also incl\lded " discussion of how "'e attC'mpLed to ac(:ount for pur-

chaal:u services, which nrc aimply ndd,!d to (;acll cnse's cost. '£11(1 art of 
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accomplish inn 'the latu·r is more demanding than it appL';trS and will nl HO 

be explained in the cost analysis section • 

Defining Client Outcomes 

As discuss(lll in the introduction, client 

outcomes were obtained in all cnses tlHlt closed durin!; the cOllrse of the 

project, in three comph'tely separate \~ays. First. ilnd forC'mll!,l. COSS-ty!", 

goal definitions were tried, refined <11\1.1 tried aenin, I"csultillt: in "t'onJition 

of life" statements both at asseslimenl and at caSL! closing. Cllnditlttn 

of life is simply the status of the illllividual along eneil of till' £lonl 

dimensions at a point in time. OutcO~l' cBtcHeries arc dcfinvll nlgorithm[~ully 

by comparlng latesL cllndition.; of Ufl! to conditions of life at aSHessmellt. 

O'lr mt:thod for doing thili is to cotnputt' mOV(>nll'nt along 1 IlL' go,d ditll~'nslons. 

Second, each clusl;'d case \;'as rcview~d ,,-ilh tlte ds:;i,!:ned l'asc~JOrkC'\' 

in order to determine tlte appropriate- outcome category lrom n :.;epnratl' 

list for each of five service areas: Employment Services (non-InN). Child 

Protective SCl"viees, Unmarrit!J Pdrc.,t.s Servi('~s, }Iental Health Servin'~ 

and Hent.al Retardation Services. TI1l'::>I.' are the su-cdlll-d ser\'Jcc-spccifk 

outcome catl:gories, 

Third, c:lseworken; "'ere asked to assess the ('xtent of actlt-J1 bl'lll!(jtt> 

they fel t Wl'rt' den- ied by cl ien t. Tile assessmen t ~ca1 e rang~'J from 0 = 

"no benefit" to 4 '" "tlxl:cptlonal benl,Cits." Negative ('I' unklw\;'n {)(Inl'flts 

",'ere alHO recorded as needed, bllt vin tlaIly ;'11 cl ientll wUl'e t l,lt to 1I:lv .. , 

r.ceived some benefit from the proviulon of scrvices, or at ~llrst simply 

no benefit at all. 

Each of thest: threc meLhl)df; for l,btllining outcome l'uteg(ll leI> are 
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f! n dlscusaed in more depth below. Folluwing that tllc different mcthodH are 

,!II I 
I ! 

1 J 
compared quantitatively. 

4' 
Our first attempt failed at roeaHurinR client 

condi tion of life, using generic goa1-Htate definitions from drnft COSS 

material. Ca~eworkClrs simply could not cope l.rith the variety of interactions 

that typically exist bl!l"'t.'cn ,;;o<l1u of self-supporl, say. nnd lltiler hoals , 

.. such as self-care. }-'or '.hose rcaden; unacquainted with i.hc ori f;inal goal ..; 
;: 

states defined by CSi\, 'fdble 3.1 HSlS all the categorieH. ,~ 

t 

I I 
As .\ con!>cquenc.c of their experiences, through Lhe (:hangl' meetings tillit 

we discuss in Chapter 4, goal cUll't:()ries were .11lered hoth ill form and 

~ .:; 

~ I 
contlHlt. Rather than attcmpt to enumerate all pllssiblt· 1:l.ltcguries, we 

elected to r~gfHt~r ench goal dimen6ion indercndcntl~ of otherN. Of 

U course \.!och dImension is subdivid(·d il.to a sct of categories specific to 

n 
thnt dit:lemdclIl of conccr". By combining " .. hat resulted to be '''Illr dimcnsioll". 

U rull~r piclure of un Jndividual's current or dc~lrud ~onJitioll of lIfe 

}J 

'" 
~ , 

!) 
('llh~lt'qllelltJ \' w.' ll'drncd that ('SA r~\'crt('d t (I the Idl'nl leal. 

Sll'lltuBY and, indc:-cu, the goal dimensions and cat(>~'.odc!i lh('~J dl·r!vc,1 arc 

u similat Lo aliI's.) 

u Tnble 3.2 cont,lin::; the cat, .;t'rl til Ilefinitic·nb for ('nch of the four 

incomc maintenan",·. employment. level of funclioning, 

u nnd living drrun~cmcnt. 

• n Wl,th till' conditllln of H(c ,I:. .• ,·:i'il'd at the beginnillg of ,-.Ich cuuc and ... 
.. with rCUSSCSH~~nt at Inter timeJ~ ~driiculnrly at cayc closlnB, lhpre is n 
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Tnhle 3.1 

eSA ,ConI Staten 

Self Support 

[eoDomic lnltcpend('nce 11,. a result of (1.:0.11 
or part-th:.t:' ('Illp]uymt>nt, service fndt.·rf:ndt.'l\ce. 
No longer ne-cds public Jncomc rn.lll1lt..'tl.lnCC or 
pobl1c1y-flnanccd services. 
rull-tl~ cl:ploYtI\('nt, clmtfnued cJcpcnd~ncc on 
fnco~ maint*!ll.1ncc twt ""tth no ne~d tor ~('rv~ces. 
Partial r.::r10YClcllt .... t th contlnut.:d Jl'rt'lldcnce on 
inco:le t'.atntcnalH"e but vIlh no nN'd tor ticrvtccs. 
Full-l fmc or p ... rt .. t fme emp1clytrcnt, \."1th no 
dependence em tncolHC c;a1nlcnOlnct', but cont inueu 
need for st"rvlces. 
Full-time ,,·::.~~lo\·tr.~nt with cont1nu~d uf!pcneJcncc 
on inc:oce c.,lnllll.1nC'e and 50C!.11 s(,f\-1ccs. 
P.1rtial et::pl("oi~'l'nt "."1th cantlnul!d dl'lll'ndcncc 
on incoQe :· ... lfntt·n.lnce i.nd .;oct.ll s~rv1ccs. 
Cortplct.lon of tr.,tn1ng rt.!sulting in Job rCld1ncss 
(goal only) 
ltndcr&oln~ cr;ploY11lt..'nt t.rnining. (lntnke or 
current on~y) 

COCJ:::nu11,ry 1'.,J:!Ill-d Cart! 

C[\uiv!dual h. 1 f\"£n~ in a C'Q~\l"l' tY .. based CDre Ite tt lJ1~ 
aod all idea,lflcJ b."tcrs to his 'lell-belng hoy,~ been 
Tec:ovtd (\t' (~l':Itr{'olLc..d e'lo\)'f' lhol:.l;h ccntlnuC,'d scr\'lc,t·~ 
ILU-l be tcqulrcJ. 'tl1li lnc:lurJc.s chUdren In fO!ltt'r 
1:6ili: 8e~t (nr,s '-'ho I'ci, .. 1 rp only SUi" rvisory licrv!t::'elt. 
ll:l.proved le\"'Cl "I (unc:U"nlnr. f". tI·· Indlvidu"l 1n 
Lhe conatlut1lt·y-h.J!,J('d ea..re -,S(tUl.'lol.!or. It'. 01 r,-,sult of n'l:\oV'i~l 
1\1' control tiC t .... .o 01' tnL.:re L~Jt not uU ';'olrricrs. Con 
tloued Icrvlee9 t\ett~jt,j" (thlldn.'n .:mtl Adt.,lts). 

b:ptovetl level oC (un~.t:l.oninJ (<,1" cht' indlvIdl . .:11 In lhil' 
com::nunity-I:.;:as('d clue at.t,ullillon dS .1 r~~ult ot rct!l!;_w~\l 
or control of .t,t ll!.ut ~~nll! bnn h"r. Contlm .. l.'tl 
.eC'Vice9 nl'f'.:!.·d. (ChtlJ:rcn .:Ind tJdult:i) 
EntrAnce It' .... cl [oto cot:tun{ty-b.,"c\! <,;.'TI!; llt plar1co,' 
eoVt!I:I'lnt to thr slHt1n,::. cf cotn.::lun.t\'''~,~l5ed cure fro .. -
jn~tltutlonal c.lt~. selt-c.Hc or (..I0t',1 care. or 
.e1Lr-support. conditions or lJvlr.&; b.Hriers ta the 
to:"\ recaln. Need lor cC'lntfnufd ~~n'lc::es, 

01 H.1.1f-\I'ay t.OU'l~ 
02 ~tornltY h~=. 
0) Fost.er hC'c::e for children, youth, adlJlt8 
0' Croup hO:."le !'lr children, youth, ~duh.g 
05 Home for f:e .• ,.)tfOn3Uy dlst.urtJed c.hfldren or aduleo 
06 Sklllod nur.lnc 100"'" 
07 Mace lor thf' Zlgl·..-! 
OS Intet'Qedbte C.1r(l fdCUlty 
09 ResIdential (oster c.ne In::.tltutlof\ Cor chtldrl!n 
10 Re.ldent 1.11 vocntlonill rchubll t tat Ion center 
11 Residential school for blind or d •• ' 
12 D.uation ho:.. (or childron ond yuuth 

._". -"---' .. -_._-_._._ .. ,--------

2100 

2200 

2300 

2400 

2£.1 i.£.!!.L 
lndividual holt. /lo:!! Inroe:e (rom cC'lploytll"nl and 
m.ay be dcpt'nd,nt: on :.LJrlJort £1'00 public In'" 
cot"tC ;:"n.1ot~I,.'1icC': is able t.o I11.WLlgt' Ids datiy 
11((" ... ·llhJn Ids ('bOO t,,:":lJy setting or 0\11 

hoo~ •. dth or 1,l1thout Lt.'orfit (11' tiUClol1 fI(·~vjce.!j; 
all Idt'nttf1hl burJt,'r, t'.U9.t b~ rec-,ov"J or 
controlled tl.nurh (('Ill hu..c,i f,('nd(~!J n;,i:OV bl' r~­
qufre!.!. (hlll!rrn ",IHl. a!l 4 Tt'!OUlt of ~~rvlceG, 
arc able to lllnctlon at ~l l~v"l opprorl'i.HC! to 
tht"ir Acen. P'~i~Ical ,m.! t:'ICI\tdl conditiuns 
ehould be c\IJf'd 2100. ' 
Irnproved to1Pill'tty Cor jncJ~pei'lIcnt Jlvfn~ L"! 
lSe] ("'care fort[ fnb &S a h'SUlt ur the rcmova) (lr 
control of lit lrolst (\10 or Clot" but' not aU 
bll.rr1cr6i ("olllfnued .'iervlccB nN·~cd. (t.hUdrcn 
and .dults). 
let·to·Jcd Co1r.H~1ty CO,r tndependant ] iv4ns; tn lieU ... 
care' 6ctt.inE; .,~ a result of th~ rcmO\'.l! or COn'" 
trQl or at h',lSt onp ~.ll'-feri rontlnu(!d I\e:rytcl"~ 
no.ded. (CI,lldron ""J oJult.) 
Fntr.,nC"(' lev,-l Into belr-coue or f.:u:z:lly cart' ar 
plnnncd 1:0'o'(,I':"'nl to bclr-rare or rllm11y care' 
froa fnstitutlonal Ci\r"'~ c:o~,lInlt}"-b.'8ed care 
or £e!f-sUI,(,ort condit lonn o( liVing; b.nr1(,f'I 
to the goaJ It·m..,'nj. nf,'d (or continued uervic:C's ... 

.J.!!.!.t..!..tu.!.!.E..I)~)-S~ 

41 Individual is pl.red In .n appruprlnlo InHitu· 
tion (CI.Ud or .dult). 

01 Institution (~1r the til'\:~r('oly trt'nlally ret.rdtd 
02 Hedlcal hoapl",1 [or rhe "lIronlcdlly III 
03 Hont.l ho.pl,.1 

[ 
t 
~ ."""",,,~ .. roilOll·;'>·.(i';ji~~"'*' .tl.I~"'·/iI':o!:ll'·~~.~f,i'~lIo1 ..... l-~~~.,wh,..~ .. Mitii'.4 ... '·.;.:~·.-:..·."r..; __ ~ ... tioI~W.<klr;iW'l.t';;;;~i;;"""';;;::;: •. :;_:._::;:;:M;:-'_:_-------· ... \,..~U'>/:';, 
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Certainly there is no single way to accomplish this redu<.:tioIl, although 

clearly some will br:! superior to others. J..'e decided to test two different 

methods, both bc>.ded on the concept of "movement." First, for Child 

Protective Services each positive advancement from one category at assess-

ment of Level of Functioning, or Living Arrangement, to another category 

at closing was aggregated f'Jr each client. 'j'his forms a number, which is 

not always positive, but one that is supposed to indicate improvement for 

non-employment services. Also, a similar movement indi~utor was constructed 

for Employment Services using only the first two goal tiimensions. 

Both of the above movement outcomes are defined from generic goal 

dimensions but reflect, after the fn<.:., consideration given to specific 

services. As a final alternative, our second methOd for defining movement 

outcomes is entirely service generic. 'l1lis can be accomplished Rimply by 

summing -:ach of the two movements deflnt:d with the first methwl. 

Table 3.3 illustrates all of these movement definitions with a number 

of examples taken from our files. 

Service-8?ec:.ific Outcomes. At the outset, of the data collection phase 

of the third year activity, the cases to be included in the project were 

not selected according to predefined no [ions of service ar~as of particular 

interest. Rather, a careful analYSis of tlie' kinds of C8'1eS Which were 

closing indicated that five service areas covered virtually all 351 closed 

cases. Child Protection Services accounted for the most of any single 

serv~ce aren. Emp16yment Services W~B lhe next most involved service 

area I The remaining three services a reas ~el:e: Unmarl"ied Pi! /'(,'nts 5e rv 1 CUB. 
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Mental Health Services, and Mental Retardation Services. 

Thus, five lists of outcome categories were developed, one for each 

of these service areas, to be used for one of the assessments of case 

outcome. The assessmenti, were made through interview sessions with each 

caseworker, in which his/her completed caseload of closed cases were reviewed 

in depth. 

A discussion of outcome development efforts for ea~h of the five service 

areas follows. 

Child protective services. The eight-category set of child pt'otective 

services outcomes used during the third year appears on the next page. This 

is the third version. In the first year we used a set of 22 categories • 

Since we found it difficult to explain the findings \lhen such a lengthy 

list was used, we shortened it to t~n in the second year. Th5s was further 

shortened in the third year. In each of the first two years, we obtained 

th! opinions of a large and varied group of judges. The instructions 

given to them allohed considerable flexibility in the way .:hat they were 

permitted to expressed their judgments: they could rate the categories 

as high/medium/low; they could place the categories in rank order (with 

ties, if necessary); or they could improve upon their rank-order arrange~ 

ment by pointing out anything they knew about certain categories or the 

relative sizes of the spaces between certain pairs of categories. (Since 

so much effort had been invested in the judging process during the first 

two years, we did not repeat the exercise during the third year, we simply 

modified the second-year judgments to [it the slightly altered category 

list.) 
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(Includes 211, PI'ot('c\-ivc Sm'viccs j'rJ:' child C)' youth 
202, i"ostel' Cure for c11'l] d (l!' yout.h, 
1'/4, Child-I'cad \\3 cOUllue) i (lb' 

"~-., .. ,, .. 

2. 

6. 

172, ',!uritnl and faIllily c(iuJ1!-;elj ng) 

COUS0 of pl'oblcm eliminD.le:l b~' child protective Hgency's 
inter:vcntion so that child l'cmains at home. 

Child has been plo.ccd in tl foster home, . but has not ~een 
comm:i.tted to eU .3rdianship. (Usu,J.ly, t.iUG out.come rel.crs 

·to long-term placement Ci.JC\;G -- liJwly to ue a more or less 
permo.nent arranger;.cnt.) 

Child ylaced fOl' adoption. 

Child plac.:cd in appropri.:iLo inst.itution. 

Child remains in home but. under legal custody. 

Child placed Hith relativc. (Not a state Hard). 

ChHd haD bO(,11 placed for [I,'option after being cOI!:mittcd to 
,-

state guardianship. 
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Getting the jUdements of individuals, as we did il1 the first and S9COlld 

YCErs, was the first of the two s tapa in producing a sc~e. 'l'he second stop 

was t9 combine the individuals' judgments by detE:rminin~, for each outcome 

category, the percentage of judges who assib71ed that c~tegory to raJ~ #1 (beat 

possible outcome), to rallk #2, etc. The decitllal values thus obtaiIJed, which 

show the majority opinion while vreserving the opinions of dis3entcI's, con-

stitute the constraints to U~ used as input to the Relative ~ost-i:.1'foctiveness 

l::mployment services. On the next pace, the seven outcor~e catv/;ol'ies 

used in the third year are showll. Thb, too, is the third vtH'$ioll. The origi-

nal list of 21 cateGories was hiGhly specific to the goals und proc.:edurRs of 

the WIN proeram. Wilen we made a determined effort in the second year to make 

the case sample representative of those welf~e clients who had recei\'ed any 

sort of emploY:L~nt services from the welfare dep~truE:J1t, ratJler thun just 

those who hau received \\ir:~-related servicE:s, it was clearly llece!.lsul'Y to 

produce a new outcome category liut. 'l'he tell-category list develoj.ed as II 

resul t and used during the second year was further siL'I!,Hfieu to its present 

seven-C.8tet;Ory form. A larb"e num\.,er of judL".lo considl:!l'ed till.! catet o1'i06 ill 

both tile fira t and secoud ;/(;I81'S, followillf; dllrin& tile uecoI.d year LJle same 

instructions as were givlm to tile judges of the cuild protective su:'vices 

catet:;ories. After all that effort, we did not consider it r,eC6aStlry to ob-

lain further judgments in t.he third year, but sbply Ulodifil:d the lJ~cond-.year 

jud~ents to suit tile slit..!.tly altt:!red Hot. 

A13 iil' the case of clJlld protective service;.:, the SeCOlUJ step' WWI to 

COmbl-He the illdividLLals' jU:lgrnent3. 'rile p1'r,ceduro followeu 'oJW.J tlo ... lJame 

60 that descl'ibed allove, and tile result,; of that procuuure m:Jke ut' the set 

of conl:Jtraintn for .lllpUt into tile HCt:M. 
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EMPLOYMENT SETIVICES OUTCOMES 

131, WIN-Related Services 
132, Non-WIN-Related Services, 
133, Self-Support for Handicapped Adult) 

Employed due directly to service proviJed by Welfare 
Department's Services (training, referral, counse1i n0, 
etc. ) 

Employed due to other cause. 

1. Not employed due to client's rejection of Welfare 
Deparbnent's services. 

4. Dropped out of program. 

5. Client deemed inappropri~te for training. 

6. Client deemed inappropriate for employment. 

7. other 

5'0 

\ 

/ 

\ .. 
.. 

... 

• 

• 

, I 

f ..." .... , ... ,-----~-.• - .. -""~...." ... , ----_____ ,a:a ... "'~I::.~"'-'. r.c:, ........ ~_/O""Wltl'.j ,. ...... ~,-. ------------~'--

Unmarried R;8rents services. This service area, not previously studied 

" in Minnesota, was studied in Washington State during the proJl'ct's second 

year there. The outcome categories developed there were used in tht! 

Minnesota project's third year. They form a two-dimensional set, with one 

dimension reporting the fate of the illegitimate child and the othel' 

dimension describing the procel'S of making, or of failing to make, a plan 

for the child. (See the next page.) The use of two dimensions arose 

from the absence of general agreement, either among social workers or 

in the population at large, as to the desirability of an illegitimate 

child's being raised by his biulogical mother or by adoptive parents. Till! 

objective of social services tu a pair of unmarrjed parents is neither 

to help them to relinquish the child nor to help them (or the mother 

,alone) to keep the child; tatht!l", the objective i!:> to help thcl1I to nJUke 

the plan that will be best t~r all three individuals in their unique 

circumstances. That is the reason for the second dimension, which HHks 

essentially, "Was a plan made, and was it well made?" 

Procedures foll~wed in Wayhington State for obtaining judnmentM and 

for combining them to get the constraints for the Nodel were essentially 

the same as described above. 

Mental health Bervices. Because attention had not been focused upon 

this service area in previous years, it was necessary lo'devl'Jop tlte set 

of outcome categories "from scratch." A set of categori,es WWl written to 

describe the various possible ciroumstances in which a client might be 

found at the time when mental health services were completed, that is, 

after the designated services had been given to the eXlent thill the social 
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UNMARRIED PARENTS SERVICES OUTCDr>mS 

(Includes 250, Unmarried Parents, Services to, 
251, Establish Paternity 
252, Services to Children born out of wedlock) 

1. 

2. 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

"'Unmilrried IJarent Outcome Code will be a number code 
of 1-6, and a letter code of a-f. Code 7 will not have 
a letter code. 

a. Keep the child 
b. Place in tempor~ry foster care; 

Mother retains pare~tal rights 
c. Commit to state guardianship 
d •. Surrender to voluntary a~ency 

for adoptive place~ent 
e. Relinquish to others 
f. Non-agency adoption by non­

relative 
g. Abandoned 
h. Abortion 

Mother, father and agency involved in establishing one of 
the above plans that was considered the best alTangement for 
the child and parents. No further services needed . 

Mother, father and asency involved in establiShing one of 
the above plans that was considered the best arrangement 
for the child and parents. Further services still necessary. 

Nother and agency involved in 
plans tha twas cO:'lsidered the 
child and mother. Father was 
was uncooperative or unnamed. 

establishiny one of the above 
best arrangement for the 
not inv0lved becau~e he 

No furth~r services needed. 

Mother and agency involved in establishing one of the 
above plans that WdS considured the best arran0ument for 
the child anc] mother. Father was not involved because he was 
uncooperative or unnamed. Further services still necessary. 

Plans were not developed and one of the above occurred. 

Client was only given referral services and it is known by 
this wor};cr that one of the above occurred . 

Client WilS only given referral services ~nd it is unknown 
what the child or parent's outcome WdS • 

Other 
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I worker had intended to give them. (See the next page.) Thrc~ social workers 

, knowledge.bl. in this ace. were ",kod to rank or cate the oat.,ories on the 

m.', basis of the benefit-to-client Criterion. Their juugmc.'nts, c .... pressed in 

I quasi-ordinr.l form, were combined in the same manner as for tilL' othCI' 

I service areas, giving the necessary input for the RCEM. 
~ 

Nental :r:etardation ct.!rvices. This was another sorv ice .H,!.l tha thad 

not previously been gi~en special attention, It occurreu bec~uge several 

project social workers either specialized in this area or had many retarded 

clients, so that the services unuer this heading (codes 091 through 095 ill 

the service list printed on the reverse side of Form 2) were Jmong the most 

frequently reported services. 

The unique feature of this area is the fact that there is a gO:Jl (Which 

we call ·maximum feasjble self-sllfficiencr) common to all casl's, yet that 

the specific circumstances that serve to indicate the attainm('nt of that 

goal vary tremenuously [rom client to client. depending upon L1le degree of 

retardation. Thi/" called for a dHferen,t type of outconll, category. Therc-

fore, we wrote a set of categol'ies covering t\o.'O dimensions: the presence 

or absence at: a need for fUl'ther socLll services, and the dcgt cc to v.'hich 

the common goal was attained by the l~lient. (Th~ latter dinwn~ion nuto-

matically takes into accounl his O\o.'I1 potential, as will be evident from 

an examination of the categories and the accompanying instructions, which 

will be found on the p:lge follOWing the mental health calt'gories.) 

Because the categories had been wirtten in such a way as 10 make them 

"self-ranking," there sC(!Ined to be no need [or a panel of jud):cs to examine 
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OUTCuJ..i: CATt.GlJHIr..S J.o'OR 

Ht;,~TAL il.t.ALTH ~VICI!:~ (001, 002, W~, (84) 

II • * II • • • • II • II • • • II II II • * II • • • II II * * .. * * II • II II • • * • • II II • II • • II • II • • 

• 
NOTr.:J • it 

ti If more than one cutegory is appropriate, chooso the on(;: appvllring first ill this list. a .. 
• II II "Mental hplli th servicl:S were compll:ted" means thl.l t any or all of tiw S?ciHl servicos de~lignu ted II 

• by the tel'fll "mental heal til servit.:t.!s" (coces 0,:.0 tfI.l'OU/::11 084) were ;.rov1deJ to tne extcnt that II 
II ~h(l Bocial worker hud intenued 1.0 Cive tt.em. * 
• • * * • • II • • * • * * II • • • ~ • * • • II • • II II II • .. II .. • II • • II • • II • • II • • • • • * • 

Mon t.lll Helll th Bel'vices \tiere Cou,pleted: 

\ 

A. Client illlS stopped the behavior that mude mental health servicl':'; nec(;ssary. He is 
now employable or capable of littt:ndi:.c school. 

!J. Client has s to JlJltld t.he behavior tha t made mell tal heal tt. ::;«rvict:::J nece:Jsary, Ho;;e v(:r, 
he is not I:mployuble or capable of atlendine school. 

C. Living ill £in wwupervi~,,::d si tuutiof:, I<eceives conUnui/1/: ruen toil ilelil til hell' froUt 
a ::Jource l> ther thliIl tne wel1"ru'e acu:lcy \e.~., tno:!fl tul hl:al til C(:fl LeI', self-hull- group). 

D. Ll.vinJ; if. u COI,u:nunitY-Uhsed fbCillLy \oiJliuh II!lS a jJl'OgrUfL d irec.: Ll'd toward ilis 
eventual l.l1depcnJcncc \e.e., II hull'lIuy house). 

B. Livi~ ill U cOlnIllunity fucility Wllt:l't' he rl.lcl~ives care ai.'ll(;d at t:lain tliinint; his 
pl'usen t luvel of fUlIC tiolliJlt;; or ut pl'even til,g ue ltir J.oru lion. 

F. LivlflO in Ull WlsuperVl:3ed situation. Heceives 110 hulp with :-1J. •• :nental heul th 
probltlm. Unacceptable behuvior pOl'siutR but furthtir mt::utal hl:!ath servic'w 
from the welfare a/"mt.:y ure nut fl.lmliLle. 

G. Has been placed in an ~i'proJ.'riate stutc institution. further :;"rvice by tbe 
welfare aeency .is /lot Heedc,!, or is tiot uPl'l'opriate, at this lilllO. 

H. Client it! no lonl-,'er elie;ible for fetJol'ully-matchl.lblu St:rVlce. 

1. Other. Jpecify. 

., 
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OUTC0l>lE CA'l'bGuhlt.:S FOR 

Hi:;;mU, Ri'.:'l'AR1)A'rHm SEHVICr.:S (U:lO, 091, 092, 093, U:;l4, O'h) 

• •••••• II II .0. II ••• II • II ••• II • II * * * * ... * ... * •• ~ .... * •• II •• II •• 
• 
• NOT};:;; 

• If more than one category is appropriate, choose the one appl:aI'ing first ill this list • 

• 
• "!w:ental retardllotion services were completed" menns that any or all 01' the llocial serviCo:!B 
f;. designated by the ter:n "f1lelltul ret.ardation serviees" (coues OjU throueh OJ .. ) were provitled 
II to the ext::!nt that the social worker hlla intenul:d to give them. 
II 

II "l'.aximuro of.'ea~ible self-sufficiency" means the extel.t of indejJendence iu daily liVluC; tilEit 
• could be possible and fJractical for this indiviuuul, taKing irlto consid~rlit.lon hi:; ag-c and any 
II physical handicaps aa well as the dCt;,T~e of mental rctardatior" 'l'his judClio-.:nt sfluuld lIl: ballot! 
II upon whatever asseSSClent may have been f:aue by a physicil.ln 01' jisyclwloGist, l,rovidcd that till: 
* infor1Jlation is avail/lble to the social .... orker. \It is utHlUflJed that 1.110 WorKer took ttlln 
II assessment into aCCOllfj t in mukinG tl,e borvj.ce plnn,) 

II 
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* ~ • • II * • * • II II • .. * * * II • ~ • * * * * * • * * * • * * « * • _ * * ~ • • « • « ~ • « • • ft 

.13. 

C. 

D. 

c . 

Client has earnings which make him at least partiully uelf'-suj,jloI'ting. 

Client has 1'99.ched maximum fousible self-sufficiency, al,d no fur ther suciul :.;erv lc.:es 
are nee":'ed a t this til.1e. 

Client has reached maxillum feasiblu self-sufficiency, bu t other uocial s!!rv ices 
(otr.er than MR services) are !Leeded to keep hl.l11 fUl1ctioning at tit is level. 

Client hf1': become more nearly self-:'ll1!"ficial:t, but has.not renched his mtl)(itnLl.!n 
lev!!l. Ill> further social service:! are upprovriate ut tfd" tiulc. 

Client has beco::,\. m('re nearly sel1-lJuJ'l'icie ,t, but haR flot ren<:l1ed his IIUUlfllum 
level. Other social nervices \oth(;:1' tha:I I-:H oerVJ.r.es) lIro nef'deu to mail.ttlln 
him at tnis level. 

Client is no more sflH-uufficient tl1lill ~lJen /oIJl services lJOf;an, lou t a til! tisfuc tory 
care nrraflt;.'"ement has been (Ul.ldto au) no further sel'vices W'o:! neel/tid a~ tltis UUle. 

110 more r,"lf-sufficient thun ~hen r'Ji uel'vicc:J b(;:cull. :';oc.:ial ::Jt:rviceo otber tnan 
MR services are needed to fIlUil.taln hiw ut this level. 

~ I 
• I 

H. l.ess sell'-:;ufficient tlllUl Wflen ~U{ se;:rvicea began. Ho other sOt.:lul IJcrvice~1 HOW Heeded: ' 

I. Less self-:Jufficlent titun WhtH. ~ih: services bt1 r:UfI. ()ttlt~1' SOClaJ. ;JtjrviCllS \otnor t1lUlI 
Mk aerv ice!:') are neeJed now. ;. J 

J. Otiu:lr. 

! J 
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.. L them. Therefore, the com:t.l'uints for input into the k(;LM cOllsiot tilluply 

of Uleir rank order. 

:it I Other base.! for estaJlishin,{ Lunefit welgh1.s. H!!Vlli~ :'l:?l1U abullt thtl use 

of judees to sJ><lcify trle rell1 ti 'Ie meri ts of tho JlJt~mbel's of l.I !.let 01 ou t.c.:orne 

cll\.t)t.oritls, the reader lII!1y b,' thirudrL lila t the only JruiS(:'.'ur tny rUIl turP. 

. 1 01' our me thod 1:J thE: sllif t ill the level II t. wI,icl, jUdtlL'~1I tn ur~ retjllln:d. :10 

as to uvoid the task of JuuLing ea,~h il,L11.V1U ... a1 easc. This lL too l.l.witcd 
~ f 
t J a view of tIle mE:thod. TIlt! 1h.11ativu Cot',t.-Eff£.ctivcnCLs ~:oual ehll U!;t- data 

frol~ II varieiy of eOlu'ceo to Of) tatJlish tile c"ns lrain tti thll t -HI t)l': ft::d llitO 

utudy whiCh ""mld reveal tlll' "e .. oodness" or st..'vel'ul outt'o;~e catl't;Orlt's re18-
I 

I ' I It 
• J 

t ! , . 
) 

tive to olle Wlot.llel'. JudI lllform.,t,ion t.'uuJ.d be usnblu even 1:' it I'l.'rtaille·i 

to only 8 few ot' the catccorit:B if! a s~t. DIU-lll/,; th<! pl'oject.'::; secolld you!', 

publi(~hed ru.:!vurch ill tht; uruu of .:t1ihl I.rutvctlve S(H'"V1C.W IoiU;'; r(;v lv .. '~d 111 

an nUoL1pt 1:0 tllld st.uuic:. :.Jt.9W1.11t: IJ. relutlO:,shil' beto~\!11 Cll '0 nt.lt"., at the 

n t1:;0 of ClOSlllt: :.i...:~., oul.:u:,;o calecor.}') ulid lOrtt:-ten. uellct'.:.t to It,' Cll1J.I. 

n 
If Io'U :Illd fOL',IIJ st..cla a s tl.llj'. even if it Ulim:erud tile 'luoU tlO. 1'01' ody B 

f(;!w of our ou I.come cu tet,;orll':J, we woulu l.'tve buH t tll~ fimllr't;s illlU our 

r H ... 
i 

scule 1'01' cllihl pl'otec U'/e sorvicuo, t!.llli u'ldoub tedly l:takill(,. 1. t bl'\. ter nnu 

moro bcliovoublc. we haG lIuped nluo to 1~lIke our vwn follo .. -lIp study of a 
I 

r " .. .. « 

I .... .. 
"'" 

~ or .. 
t 1 

• 
, . 

I t 

t';TOUp of child proto.: tive :.;crvice cases the t closud ::;':V'::l'!il j .:urs 'l~:V, 

CllHlo1l'Yl.nc t,.cso cuucs u:) tv OlltCO:nC lit b.t.: t.i;ne 01' c1oJili(. IUld tl .... ·11 looklng 

for ulfl'erur.'.1.tll recldiv.I.:lUl rutuu ruUOllt: the t>utcome C(lteConliu. \,I'l'r,t'I l.L .. ita-

tiona d1d 110 t. I '\.'rml.t t.niJ. J 

• 

: , 

relative goodness of two or more members ot' a set of outcOlliC catel,)uries, 

wi th experts' judgments being used to supply the miadng rtllll tlonSlll.jJs 

among the l'eiliaining membel's. In our project, we lIave demollutraterl how to 

produce some input for the IWgr.I, UsinG judauents only. It remains for 

future research to supply tne needed datu on the real llffectivenes:.; (the 

eenuir.e beneH t. to the client) of the mer;;bers of a set. of ou leome ell te-

gories relaiive to one ullotner. tl'his \~ill hu':e to be done :3c.: puratuly for 

each service urea, if service-specific ou tcomo ca tet;uI'ies are oeil.(, used. 

Caseworker Assessment of Client Benefits. Durine the intervie· .... 

sessions wi th caseworKers cuncerlling their closed caseu, th<.:.y were u1 so 

asked to. assess directly the extent of benefits tHey fel t were achil:ved fur 

tri;l cliont. Naturally the ausessment could not be prtwented ill quullt.iiative 

terms. but I'll tt,er gross qualita live Cll iet orieR of ever-if' ::rJusing ,'lIIlOunto 

of benefit were used • 

Cl1.tef'or~ 
o 
1 
2 
) 

4 

-1 
X 

'I'hese ca tecories arc presented below: 

~jeaninB 

no benefits 
less WHitt average 
average 
above avera/:."C 
ontstru:ding 

neGative benefits 
lU1known 

No claim is being made that caseworf.er assessmenis are tl.e st.!J.uaard 

ngainot which all other ou tcomes l'IUS t be cv;:.pal'ed. Hu iher \0.0 are loukint: 

for where there are consi~j It:ncies wi ttl ulflerunt way::! u1' muu:;urinl.. t:ffechve-

ness, und wheJ.'e there are inco:1Uistencil:u we seek a loglcal explrul1!tion of 

why. Preference should alwuys· be giVf:::ll to those mU/l.Suremc/lt. teeh.l.I,ques 

which are objuctive und •• ,irnul tunt)ou:-;ly. ~u1'i'ic) ... ntly ::!EWSl,iivQ to uiscrl.rui-
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nate among 81 ternate delivery mec}lanisDlS. In violation of this rule, and 

for luck of hOI, .. to define objective outcomes, many social serv:j.ces d!.lts. 

systems eitner ignore outcomes altogether or rely cOlIlpletely upon caee­

worker assessmellt of the type we are utall(;.". Uni'ol'tuYlHtcly, such systems 

cannot be used to monitor reslcU ts of uelivery system change:.> on CO:.lt-

effectivenese. As a matter of fact, judL:;mellt informa tion &. t this l'~vel 

has proved of no value w}w':;eller when made part of an on-gain,; prOCl!l.;t1 of 

collecting data. 

.. 

I 
I 
I 

---_. __ ... _---

Comparison of Alternate Outcome Category Definitions 

In this section comparisons between the four types of outcome cate-

gories (Cwo defined using service-generic goal dimenSions, one using 

service-specific outcomes and one derived directly from caseworker assess-

ment oi results) will be accomplished through correlational analysis. 
Each 

set of outcomes ~lll be rank ordered and compared statistically to each 

other by means of rank order correlation.* Of course none of the sets of 

outcomes is a generally acceptable standard for measuring the effectiveness 

of social services; rather, each has some merit which can be reinforced 

empirically with high correla,tion with others. Where high correlation is 

missing, theoretical explanations are necessary. Finally, indications 

can be gleaned from this analysis as to future developments which might 

be expected to further enhance measurement in social services. 

But first we must anGwer in advance what is high correlation. Correlation 

coefficients are mathematically restricted to values hejng between ~l and 1. 

A value of 1 indicates perfect correluLiun between two streams of numbers; 

when the firs t is Ilumet ically large, so is the second. The vaJ ue -1 indie'l tes 

exactly the opposite; as one is large the other is 11111al],- always. The 

value 0 m~ans that the two streams of lluI:1ber!; haVe! no relation; the value 

of the first has no br::aring on the value of the second. Fractional values 

ani! associated with interim situaLions \.Ihere a relationship exists, but nOl 

perfectly. Psychometricians typically demand rather high corre1iltions for 

valipating test instruments beft're they feel comfortable in acting on test 

'* \~alker, Helen N. and Lev, .Joseph, ~.~ltistical Ill[e~', 1I01t, Rinehart 
& Winston, 1953 • 
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results. because their acts concern individuals. So far we have restricted 

usage of measures to evaluate the effectiveness of groups, not indiViduals, 

thereby reducing the amount of correlation nec~ssary to provide us with 

confidence in our results. The amount of correlation we need before we can 

claim two measures similar can be determined matl":emaU.cally as follows: 

Suppose a measure x is a surrogate for measure y alld their coefficient 
of correlation is fJ H x is used to evaluate the relntive average 
effectiveness of two client groups, each of size n, then 

Xl/X2 is to be compared with ~h1Y2 

where subscripts denote group membership and the bars indicate 
averaging. The latter expression is the actual ratio of the 
effectiveness of the first'group to the second, while the former 
expression is the measured ratio of the effectiveness of the two 
groups .. 

Table 3.4 presents 95% confidence intervals about the per-

centage error in the surrogate ratio as a function of the correlation 

between x and y and group sizes. The data in the table apply to CPS where 

Y is taken to be the benefits as assessed by the caseworker. The theoretical 

conditions in the table are discouraging. They indicate that although 

group comparisons c~use a relaxation in the necessary size of correlation 

required before one can have confidence in results, never.theless either 

very high correlation or excessively large samples are necessary. To be 

within a 10% error 95% of the time in comparing two groups in CPS, a 

sample of 100 in each group would still require a correlation of .8 between 

the surrogate measure and actual benefits. A casual perusal uf the correlation 

coefficient we obtained in Table 3.5 should convince the reader of the 

difficulty of achieving a .8 correlation with these kinds of measures. 

to 

• 

• 

• 

" 

" 

What ~an be done? First, one can and should strive to obtain higher 

correlations by improving outcome definitions. Second, one can limit all 

analysis to large sample observations. Third, one can accept the inherent 

error and disregard results as insig~ificant unless they cannot be explained 

by probable error. In the summary report on the first year of the project, 

the latter was exactly II/hat was done. As a rule of thumb, only comparisons 

when one gruup appeared at least twice as beneficial as another were con-

sidered significant. This practice allows the use of surrogate measures 

with a correlation coefficient as low as .25 along with sample sizes of around 

25 or more. Given the quality of data available for analysis of social 

services and the local issues which management would like to examine (with 

small samples), only extremely significant appearing results should be 

admitted. Fortunately, mony results appear to be extremely significant, 

sa that the power of relative coot-effectiveness analysis is acceptable 

when used this II/ay. Of course, with higher cor::elations and/or large samples, 

more explicit inte,rpretation of results is acc<!ptnble. 

Armed w:!.th II theoretical ;1ppreciation of mi11l:mum acceptable correlation 

coefficients, let us re-examine Table 3.5, looking [or accept~ble surrogate 

outcomes. 

~ment Services. EmploYDlent SE;'rvices outcomes, however measured, 

will result in similar client-group evaluations. All correlations between 

generic, specific and caseworker-assessed outcomes are high. Reasons for 

Buch unequivocal results with Employment Services are twofold: (1) employ-

ment-relt~ed outcomes are naturally more objectively related to client 

benefits than outcomes for many other services, (2) the goal of Employment 

k,/ 
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Table 3.4 

Percenl'agc Error With Correlation pxy * 

Number in oach PXY 
group being com- .1 .2 .3 .4 
pared 

.5 .6 .7 .8 .9 1.0 

1 1264 622 406 292 216 170 130 95 61 
9 421 207 135 97 72 57 43 32 20 

16 316 156 102 73 54 43 33 24 15 
25 253 124 81 58 43 34 26 19 12 
'.9 181 89 58 42 31 24 19 14 9 

100 126 62 41 29 22 17 13 10 6 
400 63 31 20 15 11 9 7 5 3 
900 42 21 14 10 7 6 4 3 2 

1600 32 16 8 7 5 4 3 2 2 

Derivation: For each of n clients sampled from grotlp i. let Xi be the 

surrogate value for Yi' \vhere Xi = bYi + E, and the error E has zero mean. 

It can be shown that th(: 95% confidence interval for the percentage error 

+ 196 • \1'2' 

* Figures in the tables are applicable to Child Protection Service where 
Relative Variance of assessed benefits = .21. 
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Table 3.5 

Correlation Coefficients for Various Outcome Definitions 

Service Pgs Pgo PgB pso 

CPS 
118 

ES 
91 

UP 
28 

~rn 

34 

NR 
13 

PaD PoB 

.69 .35 -.05 • .46 .05 .24 

.92 .54 .44 .65 .48 .40 

.21 .03 .15 .21 .45 .38 

.32 .30 -.07 .05 -'.34 .20 

.75 .24 -.07 .55 .18 .55 

Notation: P denotes "correlation coefficient" betwf,m subscripted 
outcomes 

g denotes the serVice-generic combined movement 
outcomes 

s de~otes the service-generiC movement for ES or un-ESt 
respectively 

o denotes service-specific outcomes 

B denotes caseworker assessed benefits. 
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Services generally is to improve one's situation in a relatively short 

period of time, and not to just help maintain their living conditions. 

Child Protective Services. ~lthough CPS tends also to be directed 

towa1'd improvement of a client's living condition rather than maintenance, 

outcomes are far less indicative of an individual's progress than for 

Employment Services. Caseworkel's' asseosment of the benefit to the child 

from services provided appear to be particularly ambivalent in relation to 

"elimina.tion of the cause of abuse or neglect 'Hith child remaining at home." 

Au oCten as not, caseworkers judge the benefits of this condition to be 

effectively zct'o, as they apparently are plagued by having to leave children 

in poor, if not dangerous, living conditions. Intellectually, most case-

workers today probably would embrace this outcome as best. But in practicc, 

with individual children in individual homes with severe probh'ms, their 

intellectual side gives way to the reality o[ what they see, and don't sec. 

Nevertheless, the service-speCific outcomes are statistically adequ'te 

\>lhen Judgecl against caseworker assessment, and may be more objL'ctive and 

mare appropriate c\"cn without the correlation that does ':ist. The two out-

comes constructed from service-generic goal uimensions prove tll bear no 

significBt\t correlation with caseworker assessment, but they dl) correlate 

l>l'operly with service-specific outcomes. Unless caseworker aSSCHsment is 

to be completely discounted, the goal dimensions, l1S we have inlCrpl:cted 

them categorically, simply should not be used. 

Unmarried Parents Services. Both the service-genelolc outcomes designed 

for ChLld Protective Services and the service-specific outcomes ct'oss-validate 

, ..... ~" . .:.~~.-¥ ~ ..... ' .~" "<,. "', ~ .... ' ... ,'t.4'""' ........ QIo"'.U'~~~~1l-

N~lWAJA\li_~iilsUi~~Ili'i\l;%.l4·Mhol.\';;;\)_ .. ~ .... ~;.;.i.r .. i).W:#tl.~'tllli'\lr:j~;;hiti,'!t .. ~"""""'~...,.;.... .................... , . ..:...; 
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with one another and with caseworker assessment. Here oguin, the service 

is episodic rather than maintenance. The rema1.ning service-generic out­

comes are inadequate for this service area. 

Mental Health Rnd Mental Retardation Services. Service-specific 

outcomes can be used with some trepidatiDn with Mental Health and Mental 

Retardation Services. Service-generic outcomes fail to correlute I~ell 

enough with either caseworker assessment or service-specific outcomes to 

justify their use without additional rationale. The primary reason for 

the weakness of these outcomes is because maintenance is the more usual 

goal in these two service arcas. Both service-generic outcomes flere dvfined 

in terms of movement, which does not OCCllr much with maintenancc services. 

Conclusions Regarding Outcome Neasurement: 

1. Service-speci!:ic O'Jtcome categories (as Wt· used in the first: 
two yeArs of this project) appear both Acceptable and superior 
to our first attempt at more generically defined scales. 

2. Service-generic outcomes did not prove adequate f0t most 
services, with Employment Service b'" ing an exception • 

3. Service-gen~ric outcomeg should be improved with further 
research, since service-speCific outcomes arc felt to be 
impractical for full-scale implementation. 

Note: The next level of refinement is already underway in the Statc 

of Colorado at the time of this 'HrHin»,. 
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Cost Analysis 

The methodology of Relative Cost Effectiveness analysis seeks to 

provide information to decision-makers on various client groups of interest 

within a service area. In order to support trade-off decisions, both 

government expenditures and other social costs should be considered in 

estimating the cost portion of the information provided. Nevertheless, 

in most instances, government officials are primarily concerned Wilh 

the former, budgetary expenditures, both because those same officials are 

judged in terms of performance against their budget ard because of the 

relative precision of expenditure data compared to the more elusive social 

costs. For these reasons, our efforts to date have been limited to cost 

analySis of government expenditures. 

We have further restricted our objectives in cost analysis to the 

-estimation of average costs for dny client group and not margirnl costs. 

This restriction is a dir''!ct consequence of the nature of the decision 

making process which this analysis is meant to support. "Is c'i.ent-group 

A more cost-effectively served than client-group B?", is a frequent 

question aaked by decision-makers. Based upon the answer we may decide 

to improve, or curtail, the service provided to one of the groups. Average 

costs are sufficient for this purpose. The dAclsion-maker seldom makes 

truly murginal budgeting decisions, which require answers to the following 

types of question and which require Ulurginal costs: "What is the cffective-

nesa and tIle cost per additional client if we expand client-Group A to 

l1ncompnss individuals not currently being served?" 

One main reason for decision-mukpTs avoiding the latter question is 

",; 

.j 
{ 
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• 

-------~---."-. -----

due to limitations of the state-of-the-art. Not only have marginal 

costs proved difficult to measure directly, but marginal effectiveness 

of social services has yet to bt! attempted. Thus, the fact that we 

concentrate on developing average costs does not imply that marginal costs 

are unimportant but only that until our understanding of the relation 

of effectiveness to cost, on the average, is improved, there is little 

point in proceeding to the next level of analysis. 

We chose to orient our cost analysis toward disaggregating total 

government expenditures for local offices down to each client in our 

sample, so as to facilitate the determination of costs associated with 

any particular sub-group. Of course, any cost for a sub-group determined 

in this manner is only 'an estimate and is only as good as the means 

selected for disaggregation. In general, the "true" cost for any sub-

group is unknown. One might assume that total expenditures should be 

evenly divided among all the clientG yielding a single number to be 

associated with each, namely, the overall average cost per client. While 

almost everyone t..')uld object to this sJ.mpl!sti·c approac.i. for a host: of 

practical reasons (e.g., some client receive services mu~h longer than 

others, thereby consuming far more resourccl:i), the fundamental objection 

to this approach is that the cost woul,d 110t be measured at tlw same level 

of refinement as the el'fectiveness of the services' ren~. 

Th~ requirement that cosl and effectiveness be measured with 

commensurate refinement ia an important: aspect: of the methodology, and 

thus worth considering In some deta i 1. For the d:ltQ on client!; We sampled 

(whether the sample was drawn from dl.lsed case recurds, as in lhe past, 
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or from ongoing cases, as in the third year of the proJect), individual 

outcomes are recorded. And we have detailed information regarding the 

kinds of services provided to the client. To support the lev~l of 

analysis appropriate to these data, 'we need to construct an algori tltm 

which allocates costs to indLiduals with far more subtlety Lhan the 

simplistic approach above. Otherwise, the cost term in an analysis would 

likely be insensitive to the ways in which services were provided, which 

would lead to erroneous cost-effectiveness conclusion~. 

The approach we advocate follows the Guid~lines of the Office of 

Hanar-ement and Budget. We categorize costs as "direct" or "indirect" 

with the goal of maximizing the amount viewed as direct, insofar as it 

is pra"ticnl. Indirect costs are prorated either aga~nst direct costs 

or activity il'idicators which give dse to direct costs. The standilrd 

for what is "practical" in m ... ximizing dir.ect co~ts flows directly from 

the analytic purposes to which the cost data will be put, whicb in turn 

depends on the nature of the performance data available. 1hus, cost 

analysis is clearly inseparable from the OVerall analysi:;. 

A basiz cost model which can be made as sensitiv~ as necess~ry to the 

ways in which services are provided (thc1dby capJ~le of supporting any 

level of analysis desired) is the following: 

COST· (Related Casework~r Salary) • (1 + Overhead) + 
Purchased Services 

(1) 

In this model. caseworker salary becomes the direct cost serving 

as'the base for prorating all other costs. except for other directs. namely 

.. " ~ 

I 
I .\ 

I , 

, 
... 
;. 

, .> 

{ . 

I 

" 

.. 
• 

".' 

... 

,.' . /' 

I 

.' 
, , 

I 
I 

pUlchased services. Nota that this model applies as well to individual 

cases as it does to aggregate groups of clients. S~nsitivity 02 the cost 

model depends upon the means taken to estimate caseworker salary, and 

the basis chosen for pooling indirect costs related to each type of case­

worker. 

For example, the Length-of-Service (LOS) of a CHtil! can be used to 

estimate caseworker salaries related to one or more cliellts. Formula 

(2) then becomes: 

COST = (LOS' Caseworker Salary/Caseload) (1 + Overhead) + 
Purchased Services 

(2) 

This formula is adequate (that is sufficiently senritive) for many 

analytical putposes. By pooling indirect costs accvrding to Hervice area, 

the formula can be made even more accurate wlo undo effort. since then 

this overhead rate becomes a function of service area. Indeed, thir 

formula is about the best we ('lere able to implement during the first t",o 

yearn of the study when the sample was taken fron. closed case reco: .1s. 

No other information besides LOS was available to serve a basis for 

prorating caseworker salary • 

With the system which was pilot tested in the tid rei year. another 

level of improvement is possible. The cumulative time spenl on a case 

by caseworkers can be calculalcd by accumulating what tlley report as 

their activities. Actually the time reporL(>(t i.'i only accurate to within 

approximately 5 minutes, but nev(.'rtheh'ss th1n is 11 filt ouperior basis 

for prorating caseworker salary than simply LbS; The improved formula 
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now becomes: 

COST .. (nt~me ~n~t~ reported for case (Sl.) (caseworker Salary) 
ota t Int.. nnits reported 

(1 + overhead) + P'Jrchased ')ervid~s. 

A more detailed dincu!;uion of the actual o.r'jd.icl1tion of t.Lis ~\)rmulu 

may bo found in Chapter Iv, Section B of this report. 
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Chapter 4 

SOURCES OF DATA 

Principal Data Source: the Social Workers 

Selection of Partid pants. To conduct an adequate field te~~t of the 

forms and procedures, project staff members anticipated making frequent 

visits to the participating local agencies. In view of the incr(>[lsed cm-

pltasis upon extracting cost data from the local agencies' account.ing, 

records (which differ i'1 form and degree of det.ail from county L') county) I 

the involvement of a few large agencies would clearly be the most effic-

ient approach. These considerations led to thA decision to invite the t\~o 

largest agencies I the Het' "pin alld Ramsey County Welfare Department.s 

(Nirc'1eapolis ,md St. Paul), to serve as t<:.st sites. Each agency impost'd a 

condition for its participation. Hennepin, preparing at t.hot. time for 

agency-wide installntion of its olm social service infOrnJation system (know n . 

as tl;(, "Interim System") I specifiod that a duplication of effort. II.llst :lot 

be requ ired of the worker~ w]'o agreed to t.ake part. Ramsey asked us to 

meet with representatives of the Staff Council of its Sncial Serv~.::es 

Division, using their ideas in the designing of the forms. 

The original plan w'?-s to choose sample cases from a large population of 

cases for ~Ihich the goal of self-support or self-care was appropriat.e. 

This. sample would be so structured that each social worker would have only 

about 20 percent of his cases in the st.udy. However, .(e soon l'(.'alized 

taa\', a worker would find it easier to .. 'eport all of his cases ill the snnte 

manner • Therefo:'e, we requested the particJ.pation of a smaller number of 

workers that we had originally sought. lns\,ead of tryine to e"tnblish a 
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population of cases wherein every case would have either self-support or 

self-care as its goal, we identified thr, kinds of caseloads in which mOot 

cases could reasonab~.y be expected to have one of those goals. Since we 

had ~xperience durine previous year!'> with cases recei~ing child protective 

services (likely t.o be self-care cases) and employment services (self­

support), we asked for some workers with caseloads in those areas. How-

ever I \'Ie excluded workers in the WIN program because DPW waE> preparing to 

issue a set of formn contairling some GOSSS concepts, which would be mallda-

tory for all IUN. cases,. and we did not: Hish to comp.ete ','r'ith'!;.hat (ievelopment. 

On the basis of those criteria, plus whatever additional criteria the 

:mpervisory persormel in the tHO agencies chose to apply, 30 social workers 

became project participants. By organizational unit, they were d:'f'tributed 

as follows: 

Hennepin, Child Protective Services 
Heru10pin, Adult Services 
Ramsey, Child Protection 
Ramsey, Nentally Deficient 
Ramsey, Mentally I~l 
Ramsey, Unmarried Mothers 
Ramsey, Work and 'rraining 

Men 
7" 

1 
1 
1 

1 

Women 
-3-

3 
3 
2 
~ 
2 
3 

The Case Data S;tstem
H 

As Plannerl. ,The client-speci .. ~c data included in 

GOSS:':' .:;an be summarized Generally by stating the following qt!estions: 

What Has done for the client? 
Which service? How much of it? 
Who gave. the service'? Did Welfare pay for it? 

Why was this dcne? 
'l'oward what goal was tho service directed? 
Which barriers to goal attainment were to be conqrlered? 
What service plan Has developed for c:ll1quering tliem? 

Whl'lt was the outcome? 
Was the g,)al reachcd'~ 
Were the barriers overcome? 

To relate outcome :information to what \'l1ls done and !!.~, one can collect 
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all data after the fact (as we did durinG the project's first two years) 

or one can require the recording of services at the time Hhen they are 

given and outcomes at aome later time. 'l'he latter approach has at least 

three advantages: the service data are likely to be more val:i:d ,,',d more 

reliable, being less dependent upon records maintained for other purpos~si 

the data-gatherar is not influenced· by prior knowledge of the outcome; and 

greater flexibility for· analysis exists wh':3n it is not necessary to specify 

the cohort in advance (~I "all cases that closed during a cerl.ain 

year"). But \,lhen. the rec')rding j s spread over a period of time and when, 

further, provision is made for extracting data from the data base Hhile 

that base is being created (for analysis, or for preparation of caseload 

list5), then the undertakine taJ{es on the features of a system, including 

the problems usually enc'ountered in systems. That is why a field-test 

of our project forms and procedures Has such a different matter from field 

operation:; during the first two years. 

In tangible terms, the part of the s:,'stem visible to the social work-

ers consisted of three forms, which are ShC.l1 on t:-10 pages immediately 

following this one. Forms 1 ar.d 2 were load documents,Hhose :nui,. purpose 

was to add cases to the dat'3. base. In October, the workers completed a 

Form 2 for each ~, or Eriruary client, in their caseload at the time, 

~, for each individual or group of individuals who were receivi'g 

social services and for wholll a goal was est<:..tblished. Hennepin workers 

completed a FOl'm 1 for coch family unit.. represented in their casclaad at 

that lime. (Ramsey vlOrkcrs did not use Porm I, since their agency already 

had the data in computeri:?,t;;!d form.) 
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PR)J!;CT '" 1O!:u\T1VE unCTIVENESS C7 SOCIAL SERVICES 1'0"",2 

00. I CASE NO. C I --'l 
FNtILr I.\S7 IWIE CJIOSS-REI' S&llVICE 100. 

Ll 

· . · ···········I·······································O~~ ................. It·· ••.••.•••••.••••.. ,, •• o •• :t .......... ················1··············· · I . · . 
: PRIJIIAAT STR£E:T NO. ~ NAME CITY, STAI'!: ZIP COO!: : calC. · . 
: CUnlT' S I : · . : &00= 'I I I I I I , I I : I I , I I 'I I I I I,' I I I I I , , I I I I I I I I , : 

••••••••••• •••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• e •••••••••••••••••••••••••• -e ••••••••• ~ ••••••••••• " •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

APPUCJlTIOS Olin: -J __ L-__ , 'l:ASCtI FOR IlEJECTICti nt 'I HLTI! I DR I SF SOCIAL S~IU TY IfU>ISZII. CXXlES TO 

R !Jl;EI), l~:oTNlCE DATI! -J :. NOT LIVING 1" oo.'!ITY I _ , I _ I , " I 
Q.lffiTISI INQ.UlED IN nm CASE SIIO-W CI nils OOT ELll:IBLE ' - - ~!\l.'TJ1 

Il'IUI ' - "f.RVICR Nor AVAIlAllLE FROtI IlGENCY ;;; _ _' l-E7.C. 

IltDIVI IlUAL elIW 

IOIDIVIOOAL AlJULT 

rNULY 

1<- , 2-GOOO 
SERna: Nor AVAIL>.BIZ IN <nO<l.NITY >! ~ - - I J-F,oJR 

SERVIO':S N0T ACCEP1'!:D BY o.I0.7 ~ ~ , - - .-rOOR 
. ~O 

• CTH£R • - DR'S CARE 

- • _. , l-~ 

BASIS or ELIGIBILITY 
FOR n:O£RALLY" 

MTC!MIZ SERVICE, 

, IlIISIS OF MOO- I ' 2-SO 
, SPECIAL lIPXAS(CIRCI.e IU,L IIPPLlCJIBLEl 

I ELIGIBIL!TY FOR 
, noc~­
I I!I\TOIABLE SERVIa: 

P.ECIPIENC'f ASST. 1 I;P. 

STIIT\JS Cl\TEOJRY 2 CW RELIEF 
10M 

1 CtJY.D,'T 2 MOe , 3:1ONE <Yr 
) AFrJC~!1f', rnESE 

2 FORl'LR 4 AJ'r.c-f'C 
S "B I 

3 PCTEl'TIAL 6 >D I 

4 oor-E Col' THESE ./ K~5T?' 

01. wIN 
02. VOC. REHAB. 
OJ. atHER VOC. SERVIa:S 
o.c. UN',-iD PAP~T 

.;; j. I1IGAANT '"-::"R. 
06. l'lEI;T. RETARD. 
07. DRUGS 

08. ALCOHOL 
09. JlN. DBL. 
10. EUJERLY 
11. KENT, ILL. 
1 Ii.. PH'lr~. DISABLED 
13. VIS~l\L HDCP. 
14. HARInL DISC. 

15. STlln: W.u'D 
P=ZOll, 

16. VoW!<TARY . 

17. IlIVOLIINTA1U', 

a:JlOlrzOI Of' LIl"E'CSEE INSTROCTIOOS) 

AT INTME: AT ASSESSliDfTI res I RED GOAL: ............................ "' .................. . 
: : c.amITlaf I CCtiDITICI{: cniDI'!'ICJf r 

SPOOSE nt' 
HOtIE 

l-YES 
.2-100 

J-W SPOUSE 
(OI1W) 

4->1A 
(IlCST.) 

: DATE ':0 FlEW I I : DAn: I / DAn: I I EST. Mn OF 

: DtSPQSITlOO ~: AOIIVJE..'1ElfT I I 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••• " ••••••••••••••••••••• , A::U: ,S:UENI A.'i'Q l\'iESCY ~D a~nre_OOJUSl BARRlER5,IEAOLI!fE NlD PROPOSZO Sl:.RVI~? -TItS -no 

IWUUEllS' 
01. Physical dlsabllitles. 13. Fanily mE'!mbt'r 1.11 or need!! care 22. L4ck of ed. ,recreat. ,cul .... oppt~ 
02. Mental Dis.sb1.lities 104. DiscriminAtion 23. Discrunlnatory Qd:n. polich::s 
03. Psych. dependency IS. !..dck of jobs 24. f'arnily E- Indiv. neg. atl. to'olard CCCD. 
04. 8irt.!'l5 o/v, u.ntotolnted pre<;nanciea 16. I...sck or legal aid or inst. cllIre 
05. Other e=pIoy. reL dierabilitiwa 17. lnad. housing, hazardous 25. Tnad. d9~ncy screening. asseaa.,ref. proeO<!. 
06. tAck of child care It . .'!n? arrllnqer.tcnt5 26. In, .. rlequ3te inter~r90n"1 adJtl8llr.ent 
01. Lack of transr.oOrtaticn 10. In-lhility of Indiv. or fU!lly 27. Hr.tcpinq efle.:ts of blindnes6 
00. Irwd. educ.,. trA1ninq to 4ccrpt hdcping condition 29. tndd. hc.co And ratSf.ly manag~ent 
09. uck of inlo. &l-olJt ~. re«Klrcea 19. I', -lation,. los. of eocial contact 25. Lack of C'OCDt •• w.rene •• conce:.ning 
10. K4:rital or ftUlily proble.. 20. Potential cr actual abuse. l'Ieqle-:t "Jcrvice need:t 
11. Oehnquency prob.. 2~ Lack of knowl:!dqe 1n parental 30. ether _______________ _ 

12. Chlld ""h.v,or probl.,.,_ I j r'!.~i.;;;::q(1 r 
r~~ (llo\TE, -i-i--.J ~El PL1o.'rnED METHOD CODE }'QR METHOD 

2 HC'JI['lED BY SERVICE WCRKER 

J REO:'~ 

4 ADD IHroRMATrC>< 
5 CCP.ilECT INFOP ... ATICH 
6 NEW PL.~ 

7 >lEW DESIRED GO!\L 
B IlIroMIITrCH • IEFERRAL ClfLA 

'=E 

f--"---+----II---
.J 

.J. 

.l 

~r-r-, 

J PK":1[,rn BY arHEP STAFF' f"'D1BER 
4 PURt"AS.EO 
5 REFTP.PAL 
6 m:UT}-O-.5f.RVICES t.iOT A\I\IJABLE 

FR{I~ A( O-... ~7Y 

OEU IEo-srRvlcrs Nor AV1U lJ\IlLE 
IN ~ITY 

9 OEU:n:D - CTT"'fE:)( _______ _ 

AVD'iCY (IF PURCHASED) 

~~I_N_~ __ ~ __________ __ 
, 

_1-

.l 

• ..1,_ _ __ ._ 
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ReverB~ Side of Form 2 

CODES FOR Sr.:RVIC~ 

INt'OHMhTION a: REFEItRAL SERVIC&<3 •• 000 
Inoeae maintunance. • • • • • • • 001 
FOf)d pre gr8.lU!l • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 002 
Clothilllr & household equipraent. • • • • • 003 
General public aerT. (fire, pelice, etc.) 004 
Heal th care • • • • • • • • • • • • • 005 
Equal epportunity resouroes ••••••• 006 
Other • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 007 

ADOPTION. . . . · . 010 

AGING, SEHVICES I<'OR THE • • • • • • • • • • 020 

ALCOH01/CHI::HICAL DEP8NDBNCY SERVICI!:S. 030 
DctexificatiQn. • • • • • • • • • 031 
Heeidcn tlal treatment • • • • • • • • • • 032 
Day center. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 033 
Ou tpa tient. • • • • • • • • • • 034 
Half-wilY house. • • • ••• 035 
Individual and group counseling 036 

ClIILD-CAItE SEHYICI!:S • • • • • • • • • • • • 040 
Group day care, incl. before/&fter school 041 
}'alllily day ClU't!I " • • 042 

043 In-home care ••••• . . . . . . . . 
CHI1..J).,.SUPP()HT S1.tVICES. • • • • • • • • • • 050 

COJ.~RE.!I.J:::{3IVE ':::OCLl.1 & Hl!.'fuI..3ILlTA'l'IVE 
SE/IVICES FCl{ CllILDrll!.::i AND YOU'l'HS. • • 060 

Residel' Hal tree. troent • • 061 
othel' • • . . . . • • 062 

CORlt1!:G'TIONS • • • • ........... 070 

CONPl@IJoJNSlVE SOCUL & Rr.:HAl3ILITATIVE 
S/~l{V £tJLS Fort 1'J::H:50NS ',IITH l!..~:OnONAL, 
,Bi:J.1AVIOHAl, AND Hl!:TAt{D,i.'i'ION l'J(OBW,j':: 

11enta1 heal til services. • • • • • " 
Pre-insti tu tionali::a tion. • • • • 
/llte.rnatives to institutionlllization. 
AJaiutance in return toco~unity 
Individual and ~TOUp counuelin~ 

Mental r~tard~t~Dn service. 

oeo 
081 
002 
003 
004 

.090 
tlCoat of C'Il.ro". • • • • • • • • • 091 
GUlU"dianllhip. • •• • • • • • • • • 092 
Day ~ctivity center •••••••••• O~3 
Group home. • • • • • 094 
Individual. and t.TOUp counseliu8' •• 095 

Behavior problems services •••••••• 100 
Hllnresiden tial services • • • • • 101 
Group howes, ha1f-wkY houses, and 
dq care progrla.llls • • • • • • • • • 102 

DJ:."VB10PllliH'l'AL Sj::aVICES. • • . . . . . • • • 110 

7-6 

SDUCATIOBAL ~VICgs • • • • • • • • • • • • 12~ 
t , 

El'.PLOYMLNT AlID lli..J1ABILITATIVE Sl!:RVICES ~) 

WIN-related services.. • • • • ••• 131 
lion-'aIN-related services • • , •••••• 132-
Self-support for handicapped adult •••• 133 

~. 

F.A1HLY-PLAN~ILNG ::;r;aVICBS • • • • • • • • • • 140 

GUARDIAl/SHIP • • • • • . . . . . . . . . 
ID!ALTH NEEDS I Sl!:HV IC ES RU.A.TBD TO. • • • 

150 -~ 
160 ,,} 

IIIDIYIDUAL AND l'lJULY LIPS, SJ:JtVICES To -I 
S'l'!{L\'GTHEfl • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 170 ,,J 

~;chool social servioes • • • • • • . • 171 
HlU'i tal &.Ild f atlily ceunueiin g. • • ' • • • 172 -­
r!ouey rlaruo.gcment, budgeting, COl1J3Wler 6d.. 173 
Services to QSsist parents in child rearing 

.... 
Child-reuring counseling.. • • • 174 
youth opportunity/c~ping. 175 

FamUy life educntiQn. • •••••• 176 .,~ 

IN-Hm:B CAHB • • • • e • . . · . . . . . . . 
Homemaker. • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Housekeepen. • • • • . ~ . 

180 _. 
181 
182,..j 

Ho~e man~6ement, other function&! 
educational sel'vices • • • • '18; ~i 

184 .. ; 
185 
186 -j 

Chore services • • • • 
Ho~e-delivercd ~eals 
liOU3ing. • •••••• 

. . . . 
• • • c • • • • · . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . 
OU',r-OF-liONB CAl~ 

Foster care for adult. 
l"ootcr caro for child 

PHOTJ;;C'I'IVE Si::HVIChl 

0::' youth ••• 

F'or child. or you th • • • . . . . . 
For adult •••••••••••• . . . 

SHSL'l'E.lUID WOBK:JlIOP/",Ol<K ,\C:i:lVlT'f Ci:.N'l't:R. 

190 J 

211 l 
212 ~t 

220 ~i 

::;;Pc.CIAL SimVICBJ r'ul{ ~'Hi!. HLIND 

'l~ju\lmpOH'!'NrICN St.l{VICilS. 

• • • • • 230 ~ ~ 

• • • • • • • 240 -1 
11llHAllltWD PAl~'l'.3, SlillVIC83 TO • • • • 250 •• 

Establiuh paternity •••••••••••• 251 
Services to childl-cn Ijorn out .1' wedleck 252 -. • 
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Througho~t the six-month period of field work (November, 1 972-April, 

1973), workers added cases to their caseloads by preparing new Form 2's 

and, if appropriate t new Form l's also. 

This pair of forms had other purposes, too. If a worker wanted to 

add information, to correct information previously reported, or to est.ablish 

a new goal or ~ new service Elan, he was supposed to complete the top line 

of the appropriate form and then supply only the ne'''' data. Closing a 

case, according to our original plan, was to be accomplished by using Form 2-

and also Form 1, if appropriate. 

The forms were collected by project staff in DPI'1 and forwarded to 

Un~o, where a file of each worJrJr' s cases was established and. updated. At 

the end of each month, Unco's computer produced a Form :3 for each social 

worker,. dated for use during the following mor .. ~h. 1:1 addition to the fixed 

information which constituted the form itself (~, the column captions), 

the original plan was for the comput 131' to print only the surname, ce-'Je numb­

er, and family rnerr:~er number (FM II) of each primary client (individual or 

group), ('ogether llith the lat'Jft information on the client's "condition of 

life" (defined in Chapter 1). 'fhe worker was then expected to record 

throughout the month every social service delivered to the client durine 

the calendar month. He was to show Whether the service was obtained from 

a source outside the county welfare depnrtment (either pUl'~hased by the 

welfare department or free of charge) or was rendered solely by n member of 

the agency staff. He was also expected to identify the barrier, from a 

standard list of barriers, toward which the service was directed and to r&­

port the end-of-month status of the barrir.r. Any contacts betweell the soci 111 

worker and the client or a collntrJral per:~on werrl to be recorded, uoth in 

terms of the number of contacts made and the number of 15-minute time units 
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spent in the making of those contacts. Finally, he was asked to update 

the condition-of-life code to show the client's month-end status. Case 

closings, with reasons, were to be shown on Form 3. New cases ,~ere to be 

shown on Form 3 .. New 'cases were to be written on Form 3, as well as bp.ing 

reported by means of Forms 1 and 2. Shortly after the end of the report 

month, the worker was supposed to submit his completed Form :3 to DPW for 

transmittal to Unco. Meanwhile, he should have begun recording activity 

for the new-'filonth on a·'new form 3 given to' him a few days earlier. 

Upon receipt of the completed Form :3 and the month's accumulation of Forms 

1 and 2, Unco would then update the worker's case file, doing all necessary 

editing and coding so that the data would be availab1e for analysis and 

so that a new Form :3 could be produced a few weeks later. 

t A It A t 11 0 ~ ated The preceeding sub-The Cas"e~ta Sys ,em, s c ua y p".' • 

section tells how He Hanted the system to operate. Its actual operation 

was a somewhat different matter, partly because of improvements made 

durin; the course of the project and p8l'tly bel.:ause of unforesee-n problems. 

As "improvements", we can cite a series of changes intended to free tht! 

worker from dependence upon hi~, copies of Form 2 and from having to pr&­

pare so many F01~ 2's for the purpose of reporting changes in continuing 

cases: 

jo'orm 2; 

(1) 

(?) 

1 · could be re.l)orted on Form :3 without a corresponding c' OSl;.gs 

services given that had not been included in the original 

service plan could be rr.ported on Form 3 without submitting a Form 2 to 

change the service plan; (3) the computE;'r ",ould print on Form 3 every 

t d F ""',,0 t',lat the end-of-month status barrier that had been repor e on orm "'" 

of ~ barrier could ~e reported; 

case (or newly recognized) could be 

Form £i • 

and (4) barriers that were new to a 

added to Form 3 without the use of a 
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Unco had originally plarmed to do most of the maintenance and updating 

of the workers' case files by hand instead of writin~ a file-maintenance 

program for the computer. With the introduction of the above improvements! 

the complexity of the updating function was greatly increased, so that 

increased use of the computer seemed essential. The fact that the format of 

Form 3 was revised spveral times during the project contributed to the 

time required for computer work. So did case-number problems. And not 

the smallest problem was the difficulty that some of the \wrkers exper­

ienced in meeting deadlines for submitting completed forms. The result of 

these several problems was that we were always late in giving the workers 

their "case rosters" (i. e., the Form 3' s as they emerged from the computer). 

This persistent tardiness decreased the likelihood that the workers would 

use th£' Form 3 for recording their activity on a day-by-day basis. 

other Case Data Collected. Data about costs were collected and will be 

described later in this chapter. The other form of case data obtain~d 

consisted of some outcome measures on cases that closed during the course 

of the project. These measures were ottained by i: ,terviewing each \,.:'rker 

regarding each of his closed cases. They are described in Chapter 3 of 

this volume, but are mentioned here simply for the sake of completeness. 

Assuring the Quality of Data. It is evident that the workers were asked 

to make a large, complex set of judgments pertaining to concepts that were 

new to them. Therefore, we spent considorable tin1C and effort on various 

activities intended to maximize the quality of the data that the workers 

would be recording. 

In each county, a trainin0 course of four two-hour sessions was con-

ducted for the workers before they began completing forms for their be-
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ginning-of-pro~ect caseloads. The course covered GOSSS concepts, the use of 

the three forms, . and an item-by-item explanation of their content. Using an 

overhead projector and transparencies, fictitiO\.s cases of various types 

were discussed. The first two sessions were spe1t on concepts alld on Forms 

1 and 2, \-lith the third and fourth sessions beine. devoted to Form' 3. 

Lively discussions occurred in most sessions, with some revisions being 

made as a result of those discussions. The fact that the immediate 

supervisors of a few of these \-Iorkers aU-ended some or all of the tra:i.ri.ng 

sessions \-las a definite plus. 

During the training course, the first version of the ,Project Panual 

was distributed. This manual under\-lent substantial revisions in December 

and April,accomplj sbed by issuing replacement pages rather than complo,te 

manuals. (Appendix of this report contains a complete copy of the final 

version of the manu"l and a sUJlunary of the principal revisions.) Issuance 

of revised manual pe.ges \-las often preceded by memos explaining t.he changes 

briefly, so that change.s could be implemented promptly. As a handy 

:t'eference. each \-Iork~r was given a "desk card" nhowing on a single sheet 

the codes needed for Form ') I including the code~ for a more limit r.>d list 

of services tailored to that worker's specialty. 

Making face-to-face consultation available on a regular basis \-las 

another technique intended to improve t.he qual~ }:y flf the recorded data. A 

project staff member spent certain days in each of tl-.e t~IO agencies, having 

made known to the \-Iorkers the dates, desk location, ':lnd telephone number so 

that they could discuss problems, especially problems that \-Iere unique t,o 

a particular case. (Of course they could contact staff members at. other 

times by phune al~;.'.) Although the need for this kind of help decreased 

as the workers gained expp.rience, the practice of sprmdi.ne or,e day per 
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week in each agency was continued almost without fail until nearly the 

end of field work. While in the agency, the staff member ~lso made a 

~ick audit of any forms submitted on that day, as time permitted. 

Finally, we attempted to asseus the reliability of data entered on 

Forms 1 and 2. From among the cases active at the beginning of the project, 

one case was chosen at random from each worker's load. Th€; agency's case 

record was read by a project staff member, a former county welfare directol' 

with a thorough knowledge of Hinnesota public welfare programs and 

procedures. His objective in making this review was to determine whether 

the workers recorded factual information accurately on the proj8ct forms 

end whether their judgments agreed with his independent judgment. This 

undertaking is described as an assessment of reliability, not of validity, 

for two Y'eaSOl1s: we c "''''ot a tl t t' f t a.,~. ssume 1a .'.8 ac ual information in the 

case records is absolutely complete and error-free, and we cannot claim 

that an independent judge whose judgments are based oli' y upon the case 

records will make more correct judgments t •. an the social \'lOrkers who wrote 

those records and who are acquainted with the clients. Rather, we per-

ceived. this as a way of may.ing sure that no critic can say, "There is no 

resemblance between what appears on the pro,ject forms and what was actually 

happening in the case," or "The framework within which the worker::. were asked 

to make .iudgments is so flsoteric or incomprehensible that they could not 

make judgments with which a reasonable person could agree." 

The sample consisted of 36 primary clients representing the 30 social 
" .. 

workers. (Some family cases contained more than one pr~ .. ary client.) Two 

could not be reviewed because recent dictation was unavailable. For l.he 34 

clients reviewed, there was good agreement on conl. .tlon of life at intlll<e 

Or currently, with a little more disagl'eement--but still not much--on the 
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goal condition: in four I~ases, reviewer and worker agreed on the broad 

goal (~, si;3lf support) but were not equally optimistip ubout the ex­

tent to which it could be attained; in another four cases, t.hey di:;agreed 

on the broad goal. In nine cases, the revie,;~r disagreed as to the barriers 

that should have been identified, somet';';nes wanting to add to the: worker's 

list and at other times objecting to a barrier marked by the work;er. 

Similarly, there were seven cases in which the reviewer di~agreed with 

the services shown i~ the worker's service 'plan. Fiye Form 2',s Here tl.::>ught 

to be superfluous, since the individuals had the same goals, etc~, as other 
. 

family membe;rs and could have been listed on the same Form 2 with these 

others. (This assessment was made eady in the project, before He had 

become aware of the problems related to the use of "primary client groups:') 

There weI'!" only four cases in which the reviewer disagreed with the worker 

on more than one judgnent item. Factual errors and omissions ~tcre found in 

thirteen .cases. In view of the fact that this sample was drawn from 
,. 

forms comp] ,t,ed at the very begitU1ing of the project, before eXj)<;rience 

had improved both the workers' performance am.I our instructions, the 

number of tlrrors and disagreements does not seem alarming. (','0 probable 

cause of problems that could be 'lliminatcd by improvemt3nts in tho design 

of Form 2 was the worker's failure to noLe the relationship of an 

individual .item to the main heading to Hhich it belongs. 

The Climate for Produc'tive Field Work. Our hope was that t.he field 

test of the project forms and procedures could be tru:i.y beneficial. 

Certainly we wanted the social ~orker:; to make a dilieent effort.. to use 

the system as designed. But, we also Hlmted tht!m to improve UPOII the SystUlI, 

givin. us the benefit of their frustrations in tryin~ to do pajJul'work 

while responding to the needs of their clients, telling us which concepts 

" ;: , 
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or p.-ocedures did not makE' sense in their agency or with the types of 

cases in their caseloads, '1I1d suggesting specific ways in which the syst.e!'1 

('·,uld be improved. We used five ways of obtaining those benefits. 

Eefore designing the forms, we met with two Ramsey workers represent-

ing the Staff Council of that agency's Social Services Division. We did 

not dpproach them with draft form:; to bC:! reviewedi rather, we showed them 

the constraints (principally the GOSSS items that must be induded) and 

asked them for advice 011 a number of issues, such as how to define a ~ 

or how to manage the updating process. Late1' they reviewed the draft& 

that we designed after that r.1\<;l~ting. The fact that one of these workers 

'W')rked in the tUN program made her ir.eligible to participate fur.Lher in 

the project. The other worker did continue, however, and served inform-

ally as a liaison person b(;:tween the Ramsey workers and the st,aCr of the 

project. 

To make the project less burdensome to the wor){~rs, we sought ways 

to aVOi(l duplication. , In Hennepin~ t.he project. workers did not. participate 

in their .:J.gency's InterjJJI SS'st em , as a'.l others in their ugency h'·~re 

do:i,ng. Insteao, projecL staff members transcribed data from the project 

forms onto the Interjlll System forms. (In fad, SO~IC of Lhe items on Form 2 

wCI'e placed on the form solely to maku this pc.Jsible.) Tbl;) Ramsey workers 

did not co;nple1..e Form 1, sincfa we could obtain the data directly from that 

agency's computer. DPW requires social services workers throuehout the 

state to report. each service given durillg one n:or.th of each cDl(!ndar 

quarter, and 1..1e project et.afr llt.t;empted, not entireJy successfully, to 

l.Jl'otect the 30 project wor~ers f1'on the duplication that. t.his reporting 

requirement entailed • 
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i ~l m Those workers who ehose to ",bruit an lnvoiee were paid for working 

I ~I~l ~ overtime to complete the project forms at a flat rate for up to a maximum 

't~1 ,":I"'~~ ( 
of 20 hours. Originally, this provision was intended to make the task of 

E'il "loading the system" less painful, but we later changed the policy to allow 
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an:ll'one who had not claimed the full 20 hours to request payment for add it ion-

81 hours at any time during the course of the project. Most of the workers 

did submit invoices, and th~ majority reported the full 20 hours. Although 

the \'1orkers were not asked to keep track of uncompensated overtime, it 

was abundantly clear that many of them, if not all, spent 181·ge amounts 

of their own time on the project. 

Feedback meetings were conducted ,from time to time in each agen.cy, at 

which time the workers not only expre::.sed their complaints but also j.>ro-

vided constructive suggestions. Indeed, many of the improvements made 

during the c:ourse of the pt'oject (mentione.d earlier in this chaptel 

spelled out in detail in Volume II of '"nis report) arose directly from 

the discussions that took place durD1g these meetings. On heI own ini-

tiative, one ~lOrker pI ~Jduced an extens:l.Ve list of suggestions and presented 

them to the project staff. 

Finally, a ma~ber of the project Gtaff interviewed some of the workers 

about their methods of using Form 3 and their opinions of the GOSSS 

concepts. The interview schedule, which is reproduced in'Appendix I 

was intended to elicit information about the original version of Form 3 

and the first revision. Therefo.'e, the responses given at tha.t time may 

or may not be similar to responses that would have been given after further 

revisions. At that time, two-thirds uf the respondents said that they 

recorded their activity first on another' form and later transcribed it to 

the Form 3. Host did not record immediately after each casework interview, 
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or even every day. However, a number of them believed that it would be 

possible to revise Form 3 in such a way as to make immediate recording 

feasible. (Unfortunately, we did not succeed in maki~g 3uch a revision.) 

With regard to the GOSSS concepts, most respondents objected to the 

condition-of-life categories (which we later changed completely); none 

objected to the bRrrier concept, but all thought the list too long (so 

we later shortened it) j and half of them found ':-'hat the GOf'SS framework 

fit some cases poorly. 

How effective were these efforts to involve the social \'I"orkers in 

the development of the system, t.o learn from them, to keep them interested, 

to express our appreciation of the extra effort that was required of them? 

In the absence of a control group, an answer is difficult. In all candor, 

it must be admitted that none were sorry to see the field-test end, that 

two workers failed to turn in Form j for the last two months, and that the 

workers in one county want.c;; to withdra\'l from the project in No-.,'ember. 

Two reasons for ow less-than-perfect success c':"n be identifi'ed, n 

addition to the complexity of the system: we were sometimes slow in ful-

filling our promises to the workers (e.:;:,., we delayed two or three months 

in pr0ducing a "desk card" to spare the workers the inconvenience of con-

suIting the project manual), and the workers' awareness that GOSSS Has being 

dropped by the federal agency and would probably not be used in DP\<l's 

statewide social services information system made the project seem like 

an exercise in futility. On the positive side, we can cite two workers 

who completed their work despit,e extended illnesses. (\ole believe that the 

workers who "volunteered" for this pro,iect were among their agencies I most 

conscientious staff members. This \'<'as undoubtedly an important factor.) 

A number of the workers expressed their appreciation of our responsiveness, 
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stating th3.t they had never before participated in a project in which 

this happAned. Subjectively, we are convinced that this is a good way to 

conduct a project of this sort, in which the development of a.workable 

system is primary and the production of case-related findings is a secondarJr 

consideration. 
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Other Data S0urc~s: Cost Data 

The Project collected cost data as inputs for its cost effective­

ness analyses. Th':lse data were of several kinds: l 

ReGords of direct salary costs for project-workers' time. 

Records of other local agency costs properly assignable to 

projF'ct worker saJ.aries as an overhead loading. 

Records of administrative costs Hithin the State Department of 

Pu'olic Welfare assignable to social service programs and 

allocable to local agencies as overhead on local social service 

expenditures. 

Records of payments for purchased social services provided to 

project clients during the .-eportine period. 

The project also collected other infcnnation to use in distributing State 

Department overhead to local agencies and in distributins local agency over-

head to individual project workers' salaries. 

Our aim was to poduce a cost assessrl'ent for each project case for the 

period of time it was active during the project. This was accoll1plished 

lwe did not try to assess non-welfm'e-department costs for services to 
project clients, except when these were billed to the participating count.y depart­
ment.s and paid. Such costs, both for services not billed to v/elfare and for compo­
nents of service costs borne by other slA:ial. agencies above and beyond invoiced 
amounts, are an important consideration in shaping welfare policy. To measure 
them, however, would require a much more massive effort than l'le were staffed 
for. 

We also did not make any attempt to assess the social opportunity costs of 
tying up investments in the services provided, nor to assess discounted pre5.:Jnt 
values of delayed payoffs (though we discussed the applicability of such concepts 
where outcome measures are firmer than those at hand). 

Finally, we did not attempt to trace sources of financial fmpport, believing 
this irrelevant to our research objectives • 
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relative to project worker costs and overhead luadings. We found considerable 

softness in our data on purchased services, however. Because of this, the 

final ~ analyses were not carried down to a case by case leveL Rather, 

a few cost effectiveness comparisons were carried out for certa~1 groups of 

cases, excluding consideration of purchased services. 

More detailed cost analyses of the data base may be do'Je in future, but 

they are outside the scope of this repol~. 

Costs of Worker Provided Services: The data on numbers of contacts and 

time units workers reported spending on each client and service (see Fonn 3) 

pr01rided a basis for defining the actual costs of each worker'S activity in giving 

service. 2 

In assessing. worker costs, we begun with the measure of time units spent 

on a case or service (the C0unt of quarter hour time units, con"erted to hours). 

We multiplied this measure tImes the hvrker's a1justed and loaded salary cost 

(per hour, as derived from monthly figures). 

The loadings on salar~r /osts madp, it possible to distribut e local and state 

welface agency overhead costs to individual cases and services. Each worker's 

salary was increased by an even share of his or her supervisor's and clerks' 

salary costs (distributed linearly according to number of people served or 

supervised). Next, each salary was further increased by a similar pro-rata 

share of summed salary costs for higher levp-l supervisors and their clerks 

within the social service program. 

4rhese counts of contacts and timc units also give measures of how SOCiAl 
workers distributed their time among services. And they servc as independent 
variables for analyzing differential case outcomes (thUS: Did cases receiving 
more than 40 hours of contact time make significantly more progress than others?). 
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The resuting hourly salaries were multiplied times one plus the ratio of 

in-program non-salary costs to in-program salary costs. This loaded them 

with a share of costs for things l~e furniture, office supplies, and fringe 

... .... 

J 

t 

benefits in the social services operation. J 
Department-wide general support and administrative costs were distributed I 

as a loading ratio of support and ad~~stration costs over the sum of the 

operations costs for social services and public assistance (excluding financial 

assistance grants and expenditures for purchases of social services). This 

loading plus one was multiplied times the last stage's loaded salaries. (It 

was a loading not only on salaries but on all social service and public 

assistance expenditures other than grants and service purchases.) 

Finally, the loaded salaries were increased by a factor of the ratio of the 

county's share of the state d<";>artment's social service overhE..ld to the total 

dollars spent in the county for provision of social services, excluding purchase:;. 

Since contact t"'''le was only 30% to 5CYi.~ of total ,o{orker t.ime during the 

project, we apportioned the costs for non-contact hours to the contact times. 

We did this by multiplying for each worker his adjusted hourly salary by the 

ratio of his total time units at work during the project over his total time 

units of client contacts. This gave the final loaded h:)urly cost of contact time. 

To allay fears of invidious comparisons among workers, we took as our 

initial salary costs the average for all project workers in any given county job 

class (such as Social Horker II or Principal Social Horker). 

More detailed records are available in the project hi3tOry rile concerning 

the documents tapped for fiscal data, the exact data extracted, and the atages 

of calculation the data ',lent through. Most of these working pHpers are 
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methodologically unexciting. T\-ro quirks are worth mentioning though. 

1. 

2. 

We were unl)ble to assess the proper loading for support and 

ad~inistration in Ramsey County for months before January, 197.3. 

Before that date the monthly financial reports aggregated all salary 

and fringe benefit costs for the whole department under a support 

heading. An impr.ovod program budget format was adopted in January, 

which made cost distr:.butions easier to look at. PPB'3 may hav.~ its 

faults, but weB-designed program budgets that define cost and 

activity centers related to specific organizational objectives are 
of great value for program evaluations of all sorts. 

state welfru~e depat~ment social services costs (excluding dollar 

pass-throughs) were allocated to counties on the basis of o)unty agency 

:reports of numbers of cases which received one or more services in 

November of 1972. The counts htJ found on record seemed high for 
HeIUlep.:.n County. Investigation shmicd that Hennepin counts included 

persons who had received allowable purchased social services without 

any contact \"ith a .::.ounty social ''lorker. This reporting was consistent with 

th,e instructions for the survey, hut the fact that apparently only 1 of 

87 counties reported such no-aeency-contact services ill'!icates a cOIl:!llUnica­

tions problem between DPW and the 10caJ. agencies. We disregarded the 

no-agency-contact service cases in allocating state agency overhead. 

Costs of Purchased Servic"s·. D t d ... a a on expen itures for purc~·.asc of sodul 

v e most complete sets of services for project clients were hard to access. Th 

records on such costs in both counties were the files of vendor invoices. 

Other records were contained in computerized payments histories and llbstl'3CtS. 

Vendor invoices were filed in alphabetical order by vendor name (except 

for the foster care file in Ram C t h sey oun y w ich was arranged by client name) • 

After January 1, 1973, these invoicen were generally itemized to show unit.s of 

particular services provided to h I' t eac c l.cn served , giving clicllt name and 

case/PM number. T a h i o cccss !!UC nvoicco, however, for t.he over 1,000 cliellts ill 
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the study would have required an accurate monthiy report of which vendors 

were providing service to which clients. Such reports were not available, 

and requiring case workers to prepare them would have been an unacceptable 

further burden on the workers. Even it they had been available, we lacked 

clerical staff (because of a freeze on hiring) to read invoices and post 

data. He therefore did not exploit thE: invoice files beyond recording the 

peculiarities of their organization in each county. 

Printed abstracts of some service purchase payments were produced by 

the data processing departments in both counties. These seemed at firnt to 

offer better data. Unfortunately, the Ramsey County records (When not in 

"nly swnmary form) generally lacked identifying case and family member numbers. 

This conditioned use of the records on the vagueries of name matches and 

manual consil'tency checks, something ar,aitl beyond the staff time available, 

ccnsidering the number of cases for whom payments of one kind or another were 

made each month. In Hennr:?in County, the abstracts were equipp.:d with case 

numbers but ,.tere printed in a different order, furthd' complicating search. 

In both counties there were machine-readahle records of abstracts contents. 

These are discussed below. 

In Hennepin County there were machine-readable payments history records. 

These a&,.7,regatad data on payments for child welfare and sod.al services 

for each client, giving year-to-date figures and year-to-date ad,~ustments. 

We made our initial records searches in these tapcsp matching on case and family 

member numbers and subtracting one month from the next t.o produce monthly 

expenditure figures. This appl'oach yidd,~d consitif.:'rablt'l data on foster carc, 

services to unmarried mothers, and mental retardation services (DAC's). Beginning 
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with the end of ~'larch tape, these rccQ!'ds also contllined partial records of' 

payments for other purchased social services. 'l'he tapes lacked, however; any finn 

data on service dates for which particular payments were made. 

Near the end of the project, we discovered the availability of abstract 

tapes in HelUlcpin County which provided monthly aetail paralleling the cumulati.':) 

detail in the history tapes. Feeling the detail Fccords superior (since they 

gave exact service dates), we acquired copies of as many as possible, goine 

ba.ck to the reeord of payments during February for servicen provided durin~ 

or before ,January. We compared the cases included i.n our match list with our 

client roster, eliminatjJ1g some fifty odd false case number maLches, and 

correcting sodal Harker numbers. The resulting selected iape records' provided 

mo~t of the purchased serv:i.c0 information in"~'lded in our final results. 

The da~rifrom the Hennepin abstract.s tapes were soft in several respects. 

First, during the period of time we look~d at them, the tapes did not record 

..!!!1 payments for purchased servi cas. 'rhe record keepi.nG and accounting were in 

transit,ion from one systetn to another. Sncond, caGe number}; were quixotic. 

Child ",elfaro, ment,D. retardation, unmart'ied mother, and public assistance case 

nwnbers carl'i",d ail'cctly into the tapes. Social ... nervicc-ollly ellncs w~re recorded 

:I.n the, taper; ~Iith ~ case numbers, howe v.?,'.', and no match list 1,8S .:lvnilablc .~ 

to key these to the cnse numbers we hnd for project clil'nis. This means that many 

purchn.ses of service fOl' project clients '.ere not found. 

In Ramsey County, i,he bost records of paymento for social lH:ll'viceb were scntt.ered 

in the fund-accounting disbursement. tnpl's. Unfortunntel J', thcnc often had empty 

cnse riilmber and frunily-member-number fil'Us, requiring :h C81le-1I(\I11e match to 

find cases. Such mlltchinl3 was mnde IInrellable by Lhe In.:k of I!oflsistcnt locations 

of given names follOl-ling surnames r a,nd by vnril3!lt npclli IIgs of p,1 ven names. 
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We preserved three months' records from these tapes and from data on paymentn 

for child care, but we have not yet atte::lptcd to read them. 

If the project were to be carried out this fiscal year instead of 

during the past on~, reliable records of e.xpen5es for purchased social services 

could be had in both counties. AD it worked out, we carne up with a picture 

of services purchased in HtJrmepin County for child protection, mental retardation, 

unmarried mothers, and Halk-in counseling and health-referral. 'These data 

are of some interest, but the lack of,other service data was a disappointment. 

One lesson we learned is that local aGencies will not lean over backward 

to keep more dctpiled record~ (such as itemized vendor invoices I3!Id detailed 

ab:>tracts of payments) then they ne&.:.l to satisfy their repotting requirements 

to the state. Ii. corollary lesson is that the state agency should allow ample 

time to local agencies tC' set up mcchanitlms for collecting and filing ne, .. ly 

required data elements. 
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Chnptel:' 5 

-
Briefly summarized in the firsl tvo BElction9 in thIs chapter arc 

the main findings of the three-year project regllruing dCIlI'OTtatration of 

tho RCEM as 8 management innovation. ,~ubsequellt section" c(Jr,lain 11 

variety of descriptive statistics obtained fro~ client information collected 

with the pUot system during the third year. 

Demonstration Findinp,s of Rep!: 

Four distinct phases were followed in a natural order for completing 

this three-year demonstration of ReEl-!. The !l1llin activit}' of the project I B 

first year was focused on the analytical method (ReO!) to be applied, its 

rationale, uetting, assumptions, shortcomings, advantuges, etc. Most 

briefings presented d~r'ng the first yenr on the project Were highly 

abstract and cencerned largely with tha leglc of the model. 

This second phase \,IllS undertaken concurrently wil.::~ the firet ph.UIC t 

1n which the questien cf hew to mClltlut:e client outcomes was to be Ilnswered. 

Thl' answer was slow in coming, with Chapter J providing the meAt recent 

developments. Some questions atill remain, however, about poslliblc 

refinement • 

Phuc three concerned the llItlCillln1.6t:1 fer. oblLllinins on-going information • 
a. input te the DlOdel and, ultim.ntcly, the decillion-making prOCCfJ8. The 

d.ta requlrement8 for tho firllt two ycar8 were fulfilled by olle-ohot 

8urvey., having fairly high costa /I6tluc1.atcd w!th the collection, coding, '. 

~c~I~~%Ij!t\~M*'~,~~~~"'1J!'~';,'m',.,:, ,'~-, 

" 

Ita n ... ""I/fI'II._' .... ____ ,h'.;,..~ 

and keypunching effort. Moreover, the limitations on the collection effort 

(imposed by our restricting the snmple to case records as data sources) 

were felt to be extreme. The third year pilot of uystematic procedures 

for collecting data proved successful and has provIded ~Unneso~4 "'lth 8 

wealth of data on the dynaMics of casework. There is little doubt but 

what Minnesota will construct its social services information nyutcm to 

tcflect the experie-nces of this project. 

Thli' final phase \,las never fully 11nticipated at the start of the prlljcct. 

This phallI! concerned the utilization of the information and analytical 

result!) of RCEl-l by decision makers. Everyone talks about nccJlng cost-

effect.iveness inform'ltion. but if it i:> novid(!d to management--in what "lr:i' 

proper fann for proviJlng RCEN is lIsnin lU! dHficuh to devch'r as olrc 

the IOOdel. the meaaut'Eln, find the dlita collection systl'm. lltilizsti.on 

of ;:cscarch findings or mannccl1xmt innovutions is a nc .. ' and v/1atl, graving 

Hold .... ith ita own a..:vdopmcntlll and ptccClptll. !.le have trit.·J to extract 

from that new di9cipline the catabllRh~d concepto for achieving full 

utilization of RC£M. 

H18,hUghts of Project Findinss 

PhllBfl Jl. Rem - An Anlllyt1C'ul Hodd 

] 

] 

] 

1 

1 

] 

] 

Although Ilome lnOuificut10n to till' oris1nal ReIDI oC thrcCl yflllllrK "&0 t.;illB ... 

n>:lctilllonry t.o apply the tcchniqu~ tl) /lodll:l a~rvlcco. few doubts rClll.lln 

.III to itll IlppliCllbll! ty. It l"aquircB ubout the IHfldl~llt poutiltblc lIet of 

.B8u~pt1on60 yet Bttll obtaining siGnificant results. 
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The first-year RCEM analysis based on outcomes developed specifically 

for Child Protective Services (limited to abused and neglected children, 

as defined in the Child Welfare League's Standard for Child Protection 

Services) indicated that the following variables influence cost-effective­

ness of the services provided: 

length of time that a case remained open 

the presence or absence of foster care 

the amount of medical care provided 

the education of the child's mother 

Greater efficiency was associated ,'lith short-term service, a better-

educated mother, the absence of foster care, and little or no medical care. 

Obviously agencies cannot consistently avu~d the use of foster care or medical 

care; what was ~hown is that these costly services increased the 

denominators of the cost-effectiveness rat.ios to such an extent as to 

overpower our measures cf effectiveness. 

For ThJployment :::.:rvices the variables of age, education, number of 

pre-school children, and the total number of chHdren proved important. 

Although younger clients apparently received more effective service, such 

a direct chronological. correlation failed, when viewed in terms of cost­

effectiveness. For example, persons who had finished high school received 

more cost-effective service than persons whose education had terminated 

at the eigth grade • 

In the third year, the structure of the project caused the inclusion of a 

wide variety of services, often represented by so few cases that it was not 

feasible to apply the ReE}!. Nevertheless, where the sample Gould support analy 
, 

we did investigate certain variables in the relationship that is established 

between caseworker and client. Is it beneficial to obtain prior agreement betw. 

,\ '17 

" ·t,.·: 

i 
I' j 

• 
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• 

\, 

, ... " .. 
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" 

c8.se~10rker and client as to specific objectives for services? To the 

extent that agreement may shorten the amount of time required to bring 

about change, there is likely to be dollar savings associated with its 

I 
I 

use. But does it encourage more effective services (i.e. better outcom~s) 

to be provided as well? For Employment Services, cases in which there 

were acknowledged agreements of objectjves at the outset proved signifi-

cllntly more effect:i.ve t:lan those in which there were r.o agreements. For 

the specific service outcome us~d in this comparison, the former services 

appeared to be provided with more than twice the e.ffectiveness of the 

latter. The result ,,,as the same for Child Protective Services, but with 

less distinction. 

Another interesting variable We examined was the comparison between 

cases which were maintained (or improved) without services and cases wit.h 

the same results after receiving services. Our outcomes supported the 

claim that caseworker-achieved results as slightly best. This result 

seems more true of Child ProLective Services than it does for Employment 
.. 

Services. But for neither service is the result so numeric~lly significant 

that we would expect the same conclusion to be drawn irrespective of the 

particular method for measuring outcomes. 

A general conclusion of our analYSis is that no~ it is more important 

to improve outcome measures than the model itself, and this leads to: 

Phase?. ~~asures of Effectiveness and Cost 

Service-specific outoomes appear til be acceptable for at least rather 

groBs analysis of r~lative effectiveneb~. These are client outcomes 

i 
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Table 5.1 

J::ffectiveness of Worker-C1ient .Agreement on Goal: 

~ployment ~rvices 

NOTE: This RCb~l analysis is based upon the following question in tile 
interview questionnaire which was used in reviewing each closed case with 
the social worker: 

Was the outcome achieved by this client your agreed-upon 
desired goal? 

1. Yea 
2. No, did not achieve desired goal. 
3. No, client and social worker never agreed on goals. 

In the analysis, ·the first response categol'Y was compared with the others 
combined. 

INTERPRETATIO~: Among closed cases that had received Emp~~yment Services, 
the Rervice Was found to be 2.14:J times 1S effective in thC'se instances 
where the social worker's anawer to the abova interview question was :ies 
as it was in the rl..nainder of the cases. Til:: probability is 1.000 (Le., 
certainty) that a real difference exists. This probability is to be 
understood in the same way as those probaoilities that are attached to 
various \tell":known statistil.al tests of sit;nificance. See Chapter 2, 
pa~aa 1 throueh 8. 

Average relll tive effectiw,'nesB of 
the service to the first group as 
compared to the second group 

Probability that service to the 
first group is more (or less) 
effective than service to the 
second group 

Average relative cost-effe'ctiveness 
of the service to the first group 
as compared to the second group 

PX',obabili ty that service to the 
first group is more (or 1e::s) 
cost-effective than service to 
the second group 

, . 

Responses GomparE:;'·~ ~ 

Code 1 .!Q. Codes (2 + 3) 

2.149 

1.000 

2.14:3 
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'reble 5.2 

Effectiveness of Worker-Client Agreeclent on Goal: 

Child Protective Services 

NUTE: See the note accompanying 'I'able 5.1. 

INTERPk.ETATI(,H~: Among closed cases that had received Child Protective 
Services, the service tlas found to be 1.442 times as effective in those 
instances where the social worker's answer to the interview question Vas 
il!Ei 8."; it was in the remainder of the ca:.-;es. Tne prooability is .'3';)7 that 
a real difference exists. 

Average relative effectiveness of 
the service to the first eroup as 
c!,mpared to thr:: second group 

!>robabili ty the t service to the 
first group in more (or less) 
effective than service to tbe 
second group 

Average relative cost·-effe~ tiveness 
of the service to the first ~oup 
as compared to the second grol1P 

Probabili ty that service to the 
first group is wore (or less) 
cost-effective than service to 
the second group 

I, '/ 

I 00 

Responses Compared: 
Code 1 j£ Codes (2 + 3) 

1.442 

·997 
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Table ,.3 
Bffectiveness of Receipt/Non-Receipt of Services: 

Employment Servicl~s 

NOT:;: The RCB11 analysis is based upon the followl.ng question in tht1 
interview questionnaire wllich was used in reviewing each clotled case witn 
the social WOrKer' 

-.itllOUt services would condition of life have improved, remained 
the same or degraded? 

1. Condition of life would have improved without services. 
2. Condi~ion of life Lnproved becaUse of services given. 
3. Condition of life would have been maintained wi.<t.hout 

services. 
4. Condition of life was oaintllined because of services 

given. , . Condi tioll of life deteriorated without services. 
6. Condition of life deteriorated even tnough serviceu 

were Biven. 

In the analysis, the sixth res!-,onse was dropped becau::;e too few cases fell 
into that category, the fir8t und third responses were combilled. alld the 
second and fourth respollses were combined. 

INTERPRl!.l'ATWI~: Among closed cases that had received J::mploYUJfwt Services, 
the most effective service W( .. 1 found to have been giv':l1 to Cl'll;eJ Will.Cll the 
social worker said had ei tr.er oeell imp!'oved by tl,e giving of service or 
n t leaa t had been mai:ltair.f.u tlll'ou~h services (codas 2 w.d 4); the second­
mos t effective service, surprisl.nc;ly, ws::; f'o\Uld in those cases in wrdch 
essentiallJ no service had b':~n civ~n alld the situatio'. had detel"iorated 
(code 5); while t:" least effective service,had been given '0 cases that. 
one mic;ht sav, reallv did, not need service (codes 1 and 5) • 

Average relative effectivtlness of 
the ssrvius to the firet group as 
compared to tile second group •••• 
Prvbabil.l.ty that service to the 
first 6TOUP is more (or lesa) 
effective than service to the 
second group •.••••.•.•....•••••• 
Average relative cont-effectiveness 
of ti:tI service to the fir!:3t 5l'oup 
8S compared to the second group • 
Probabil ity that service to the 
first ~TOUp is more (or leus) 
cost-effective than service to 
the second bTOUP •••••••••••••••• 

Ros poruie's COlO pared : 

Codes 2&4 
to Code 2. 

1.026 

.595 

1.U26 

.595 

Codes 2M to 
Codes L!i:3 

1.346 

1.346 

/01 

Code 5 to 
Codes 1&3 

1.310 

.984 
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! Table 5.4 

Effectiveness of Receipt/Non-Recuipt of Services: 

Child Protective ~rvices 

Hun:: Soe ~Ile note accompanying Table 5.3. 

IN'rJ::hl'jili'l\A'l'l~N: Among closed cases that had received Child Protective 
Services, the most effective service was found to have been t;;iven to cases 
which the social worker said had either been improved by the givint: of 
ser-vice or at least had been maintained through services (COdes 2 und 4); 
the secOnd-ulOt3t effective service had been given to cases tha t, one might 
say, really did not need service (codes 1 and 3); and the least effective 
service, obviously, was found in those ca::;es in which essentially 110 ser­
vice had been Given and the situation had deteriorated (code 5). 

Averaee relative effectiveness of 
the service to the first croup as 
compared to the second group •••• 

Pl'obabili ty tha t service to the 
first group it3 more (or less) 
effective tnall service to the 
second group .........•.........• 

Averaee relative cost-effectiveness 
of the service to the first Group 
as cOL1pared to the second f,TOUp 

Probability that service to the 
first t,rroup is iJOre lor, less) 
cost-effective thrul t3ervice to 
the second group •..........•...• 

. ./ '. 

Responses Compared: 

C~des 2(,4 tc 
Codes 1&3 

.973 

1.284 

''. 

Vodes 2M 
to Cout< 5 

1.000 

1.532 

1.000 

Codes 1&3 
to Code .2. 

.858 

1.196 

.tl58 
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defined by using the language of each service a~ea. e.g., in CPS, "cause 

.of abuse eliminated or controlled with child remaining in home." 

More generic outcomes, based on generic goal states (recall the 

four goal states of the original GOSS material), did not prove adequate, 

save for Employment Services. The need for refinements, beyond the way 

1 hi t is sugge<·ted in Chapter 3, and this need we measured goa ac evemen, 0 

is currently being met in a Colorado State demonstratio)'. project. Unless 

the refinements prove more successful than vhat we have already obtained, 

no substitute for addressing outcomes specifically by service area may 

be valid. 

From the beginning ~f the study, costs have proved conceptually 

easy. but burdensome to collect. The general formula we have always 

used is: 

Co" per ca,. • (p"ated Caseworker Salary) • (1 + overhead) + 

Purchased S~Lvices 

Cost analysis must be geared to effectiveness analysis in that they must 

both measure at the saml level of detail. The formula above can be 

made as detailed as desirable simply by refining the activity indicator 

used to prorate caseworker salaries. For general analysis, an acceptable 

level of detail in prorating caseworker salaries is obtained from case­

loI'orker time units recorded for each case on a monthly basis. Caseload 

An information alone is inadequate. as is number of service contacts • 

intensity measure of the duration of client contacts is a necessity for 

most analytical demands. 
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Phase 3. Collecting Social Services Information 

After havin~ successfully completed a pilot test of a system for 

collecting services information, we feel capable of completing the final 

design and implementing such a system. A large number of pitfalls, 

beyond our previous experiences wfth systems, are now identified and can 

be avoided. But perhaps more important, many positive activities have 

been identified whie:l should be promulgated. Foremost of these is th.-! 

notion of achieving case~orker involvement through encouraging them to 

see the system as us~ful for their own purposes, such as for "telling 

their story" to management. 

Our open solicitation of caseworker suggestions led to this obser-

vation and we did not begin the third-year effort with fixed systems 

concepts. As the project closes officially, we are even more convinced 

of the appropriateness of a "bottoms-up" approach to systems development: 

in social services. This is not to lend credence to the use of advisory 

panels, which ace inadequ~te for this purpose, but instead to place 

emphasis on the need for perceived user-ownership of sy~-:ems being 

developed, particularly, "'hen the user must furnish the system with 

judgments and other input. 

Phase 4. Utilization in Decision Haking 

We we~ .. :lever able to get beyond the thinking stage in this area 

during the project. Our earlier attempts at presenting results failed • 

(See Chapter 6 for a discussion of these.) As we finally came to grips 

with the nature of the problem, reasons for failure became clear: as 

with caseworkers, managers must self-initiate the flolution to their problem • 
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This does not mean, though, that managers must all become systems 

analysts and derive their solutions completely on their own. Rather, 

they must articulate their problems in data terms, be helped to see the 

use of analytical devices for their specific problem, and be aided in 

interpreting results. There is no such thing as a cost-effectiveness 

evaluation of social services which has equal usefulness to all social 

service managers. Each manager has his own unique set of problems, with 

unique demands placed on how the analysis is to be framed and what the 

results mean. 

The analytical capability, the measures, the information, caseworker 
r 

activity, and results must all be dp.vel~ped and available to provide timely 

and accurate analysis against specific analytic objectives. 

Nature of the Cases 

Case structure; Eligibility for Service. The 1682 caSed include(; in 

the'project were dral'ffi from Hennepin and Ramsey Counties in the ratio of 416. 

Table 5.5 shows how they were dist.ributed among the various organizational 

units. No claim is made that these cases are representative of the entire case-

leads of the two agencies. Their selection is explained in Chapter 4. 

The terms ~ and pdmary client, require some explanation here for 

the benefit of the casual reader, although they are discussed in detail in 

Appendix A. We use them synonymously throughout the report. Attempting to 

adhere to GOSSS concepts, as we undel'stood them, we defined a primary client 

as either an individual or a group of individuals from the same family, 
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Table 5.5 

Pr:imatJ· Clients Included in the Project at Any Time, 

by Organizational Unit 

Unit 

Hermepin: 
Child Protection 
Adult Services 

Total 

Ramsey: 
Child Protection 
Unmarried r.rothers 
Mentally III 
Mentally Deficient 
Work and Training 

Total 

Social 
Workers 

10 
h 

14 

4 
2 
3 
3 
4 

16 

Primary Clients 
N - % 

421 25.1 
271 16.1 
692 41.2 

228 13.6 
129 7.7 
194 11.5 
186 11.0 
253 15.0 
990 58.8 

df'pending upon the goals and service plans that were appropria:e to the 

various family members. Our original instructions to the so~ial workers' 

contained the following statement: 

• •• Usual1y the primary client will be one person. However, 
if several individuals have the same barriers ••• , same coal, 
and same service p1a'l, all may be shown on the same Form 2. 
This situation is most likely to occur in a protective service 
case, where several children are believed to be neglected and 
will be receivinG the srune service. 

Thus, a primary client might be either an individual for whom an individual 

service plan and goal had been established or a group from one family having 

a common service plan and goal. In a particular family there might be one 

or more primary client individuals as we:! as a primary client group (but 

group members could not sim~ltaneously be individual primary clients). All 

unforeseer. problem was the tendency for the composition of (j case to challge 

over a period of time with changes in service plans, goals, and living 

arrangements. This was the project's worst single data-processing problem. 
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Thus, the number of cases in the study 'liould have shifted from time to 

time even if there had b~en no intake and no closings. The 1682 cases 

for which ths findings are rePOrted consist of an unduplicated count 

of all primary clients appearing in the project at any time, using each 
,",' 

primary client entity in its most, recent form. For example, two members 

of a family who together constituted a two-person primar;r client group at 

the beginning of the project but who were later separ~~ed into individual 

primar~ clients through a change in service plans would be counted as 

two individual primary clients. Based upon that criterion, the estimated 

distribution of the primary clients by type was as follows: 

Groups 
Adults treated as individual clients 
Children treated as individual clients 

Total 

341+ 
1010 

328 
1682 

20.4% 
60.1% 
19.5~ 

1O'J.0" 

Most of the cases Here eUgible for federally-matchable services under the 

regulations in offect at the time: between 83 and 93 percent (incomplete 

data mru(e a precise fi~lr0 impossible) were current, former, or potential 

recipients of federally-aided public' assistant i. Nearly six-tenths of 

these categorically-related cases were covered by Title IV-A, about one-third 

of them were covered by aid to the disabled, and the remainder were scattered 

among aJ,l the other public assistance titles. Of the cases that were not linked 

to public assistance, fewer than 100 were ~eported as receiving either general 

assistance or child welfare assistance (not to be confused with federal funds 

for child \~elfare services). The majority of the cases unaccounted for in 

this distribution, fewer than 200 in number, are probably those child welfare 

cases that involved no vendor payments. 
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Client Problems Identified. To describe the problem population to 

which a case belonged, a list of 17 "special areas" was provided from which 

one or more could be selected. We found that the cases were distributed 

as follows with regard to the number of special areas marked: 

No special area 
One special area 
Two special areas 
Three speciaJ. are.~s 
Four special areas 
Five special areas 

7. 2'.~ 
4'1.7% 
30.6~lb 
11.3~ 
2.5/0 
0.7% 

(Thus, it appears that an information system which asks the social worker 

to assign each case to one and only one problem population may not be 

adequate for an appreciable portion of the caseload.) The portion of the 

caseload tagged with each of the spe d.ll area designations is indicated 

in Table 5.6. 

Table 5.6 

Cases Assigned to Each Special Area 

Special Area 

Protection, involuntary 
Mental retardation 
Mental illness 
Protection, voluntary 
Physical disability 
Vocational Rehabilitation 
State ward 
Unwed Parenthood 
other vocational services 
Alcohol problem 
Marital discord 
Juvenile delinquency 
Elderly (over age 60) 
Drug abuse 
Visual handicap 
WIN 
Migrant Worker 

. , ." 

lOa 

Number 
of Cases 

392 
275 
274 
231 
208 
192 
171 
168 
150 
132 
127 

71 
67 
59 
56 
40 

2 

j, of 
1682 

23.3 
16.4 
16.3 
13.7 
12.4 
11.4 
10.2 
10.0 
8.9 
7.9 
7.6 
4.2 
4.0 
3.5 
3.3 
2.4 
0.1 
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As a prelude to the making of a service plan, each client's status 

was assessed vith re1?pect to the four-dimensional goal structure shown in 

Table :;.2. Thb gives a second way of describing the problems identified 

in these cases. (GOSSS goals were used for this purpose at the beeinning 

of the project. When they were abandoned, it was necessa"y to transl·'lte 

the assessments to the new four-dimensional structure. Translations were 

accomplished in .more than 90 percent of the cases, but t.he; untranslated 

cases clutter up the frequency distributions to such an extent that we are 

unwilling to present the results in tabular form.) On t.he "income maintenance" 

scale about half the clients were found to be totally dependent upon 

assistance from the agency, while one-seventh were currently receiving no 

aSJistance. On the "cmploymentfjob readiness" scale, the most frequent 

category, unemployable, accounted for fewer than 40 percent, Hith the 

remainder of the cases spread almost uniformly over the other six categories. 

\O[e hesitate to make a statement about the "level of functioning" scale, 

where the translation probl~ appare .. tly peaked. The "livine situation" 

scale showed at least 70 percent to be liYing in theh own homes at the 

time of assessment. and able to function independently there in the majority 

of instances, fewer than 25 percent in community-based care facilities, and 

roughly five pet'cent in institutions (defined here as mental hospjtals, 

in;;;titutions for the severely mentally retarded, and medical hospitals for 

the chronicaUy ill). 

Service Plans 

Follo~ling GOSSS construct:>, the (lociol workers were expected to ident:i.fy 

the barrier:] preventing a cliont i'l'Om reaching an appropriate eoal un&icit:ci, 

the social uerviceB that should be dil'ccted aglllnnt each of these barriers, 

the method of delivery that should be employed in getting oach of these 
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services to. the client, and the type of outside agency that should be the 

source of each service not available within the county welfare dep~rtment 

itself. Thus, each service plan consisted of one or mo.re scts of these four 

elements: barrier t service, method, agency type. (See Form 2, in Chapter 4.) 

Hore than one service might be planned for the removal of a certain barrier 

in a case, in which event that barrier would appear more than once in the 

data extracted from t.hat service plan. Also, m0re than one barrier might be 

linked to a chosen service, thus causing a d\plicated COW1t of the cases in 

which that service Has to be given. For any barrier-service pair, however, 

only a single method was likely to be shown. The cases were distributed as 

follows with regard to the number of four-element sets: 

No barrier-service-method-agency sets 
One set 
Two sets 
Three sets 
Four sets 
Five or more sets 

4.6</~ 
19.5% 
28.2~ 
21.6~ 
14.3,l 
1l.~% 

~~.~. The accompanying table shows the frequency with which each 

barrl.er "las men'loned in service pla!)!}. For the reasC''' explained above, this 

is not the number of ~ having the barrier. Rather,.Jot is a rough men sure 

of the amount of attention that the barrier should be gettinij, in the 

opinion of the social workers. The reader is reminded that these cast.J 

do not constitute a representative sample of either agency's social 

service caseload. 

Services Planned. The worker was given a 7t.-itcm list of codes to 

represent the various kinds of service. (See the rcvC'l'SC side of Form 2.) 

To reduce the excesl)ive amount of detail, we have combined many of the 

speGific items to producc the 3l-itcm orray that appears in Table 5.13. 
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Table 5.7 

Barriers Mentioned in Service PJ.ans 

Barrier 

Personal problems 
Family problems 
Need for training or education 
Need for advocacy, information & 

referral, resource mobilization 
Physical disabilities 
Mental disabilities 
Inadequate] ·.ving arrang(:ments 
Other 

Total 

Number of 
Times 

Mentioned 

311 
356 
596 
68 
40 

h317 

% of All 
Barrier-Service 
Combinations 

20.4 
39.0 
8.8 

7.2 
8.2 

13.8 
1.6 
0.9 

lOO.O~l, 

Aga:in, as in the preceding table, this is not a count of cases. Rather, 

we offer it as an indicator of the relative importance of the services in 

the plans made for these cases. (l~is is not the best possible measure 

for the purpose, but it is the only one available nO\1.) 

Methods Planned; Anl,icipated )uration ,.,f Service. Of aJ.1 the bard er-

service-method combinations reported, 62 percent iOQicatod that the social 

worker pI anne.:'. to provide the service himself, and 3 percent showed that he 

expected it to b~ done by another member of his agency's staff. About 25 

percent of the services would be provided by "re.i'erral", ~, another a,gency 

would perform the service free of charge to the welfare department. These would 
be tax-supported agencies, in most instances: ManpOl·rer Services, Vocational 

Rehabilitation, the local schools' social workers, for example. Thus, 
only about 9 percent of the services we.'e to be purchased. 

The worker was asked to estimate the date on which the goal desired 

for the case would be achieved. Although the interpretation of the answers 

to this question might vary from case to case (~I the arrival of. a 
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certain date may automatically produce a certain goal condition regardless 

of the supportive social services given to the client prior to that date), 

in general it seems reasonable to call this date the anticipated end-point 

of social services under the st3ted plan. The social workers skipped this 

question in one-fifth of the cases. Where they did supply an answer, the 

overwhelming majori-tyor the service plans (92 percent) were expected to 

be completed within one yea'r of the assessment date. Indeed, 20 percent 

were scheduled for completion within one quarter of the assessment date, 

30 percent were expected to require three to six months for completion, 20 

percent s8er.1ed likely to take six to nine months, and 22 percent would need 

betHeen nine and twelve months for accomplishment. Although one service 

plan Has predicted to last more than six years, 99 percent would be finished 

within two years of the date on which the service plan \o[as prepared. 

These figures may convey an unduly optimistic impression. THo reasons for 

caution sh?uld be noted: (1) The end of the:present service plan does 

not necessarily mean that no further social .. services will b",; needed --. in 

fact, the workers were asked to report proximate goals if the ultimate goal 

was rather far in the .':"lture and likely to require changes in the service 

plal1 as the case moved throiigh successive stages. (2) The absence of an 

estimated date of achievement in so m:>ny cases leads one to suspect that these 

would be long-term cases and would therefore reduce each of the percentages 

quoted above if tltey were included in the distribution. ' 

Service Execution --,----
Total Amount of Worker-Et.:£vided Service. During the six months of the 

:'. 

project, the 30,workers reported spending,approximately 10,263 hours in 

contacts with clients and colhr{j!3rals •. The distribution of these hours by 

mode of contact (field, officeltel'ephone, and travel time) and the 
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corresponding distribution of unweighted contacts is ehown in Table 5.9. 

Table 5.9 

Contacts, Time Units, and Hours by Mode of Contact 

Cases 
Cases with Number 
with Number Time of Number 

Mode of Contacts of Units Time of 
~C_o_n_t_ac~t~ ______ ~R~ep~o~rt~e~d~ __ ~C~on~t~a~c~t~s~ __ ~Reported~. __ ~U~n~i~t~s. __ ~H~o~u~r~s~_ 

All modes 

Field contacts 
Travel time 
Office 
Telephone 

1341 

1068 
Inap. 
449 

1155 

20704 

6142 
Inap. 
1309 

13253 

1355 

1090 
868 
440 

1152 

41053 

16368 
6289 
2682 

15714 

10263.25 

4092.00 
1572.25 

670.50 
3928.50 

the discerning reader will note some actual or seeming inconsistencies w:thin 

this table. Why is the number of cases with contacts reported less than the 

number of cases l'lith time units reported? This disparity may be accounted for 

by instances in which a primary client received service entirely through 

contacts with another pri.nary clie.lt who was a member of his family. (For 

example, 311 inf3l1t in a foster home might receive s~rvice entirely through 

the worker's contacts with his mother, whose o\'m problems were being discussed 

during those same contacts. In such instance, all contacts would be counted 

against the mother's case, but some of the time units would be counted against 

the child's case. (Other discrepancies in the table are probably due to 

mistakes in recording or coding, and are trivial.) 

The figure 1355 is our best estimate of the unduplicated number of project 

cases receiving service in the form of client or collateral contacts during 

the project. This does not mean that the remainder of the 1682 cases were 

ignored for six months. come of them may have received a service from the 
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social worker in the form of a letter or report prepared without the 

occurance of a contact during the study period. In other cases, a con-

tinuing service obtained from an outside source, either purchased or free, 

may not have required any reportable activity by the social worker. Also, 

some cases were open only a short time ~uring the project~-in particular, 

some cases were just about ready to be closed at the beginning of the 

project. The 10,263 hours of contact t.ime constitute about 36 percent of 

the hours of payroll time allocable to the project.* 

Another frequently-cited measure of quantity of service is the "length" 

of a case, The length of time that a case is in the active caseload call be 

thought of as a measure of the number of months in which it is "at risk" 

of receiving service. Our judgement-based definition of a case made 5.t 

impos3ible to get a high-quality estimate, due to the shifting composition 

of cases over a period of time. HOvlOver, vie have attempted to make an 

estimate of the average number of months that cases were open during tr. ~ six­

month period of the project, using the number of primary clients listed on 

each month! s FOl':n 3. For this purpos~l \,e deleted the three workers whose 

. data covered a period of less than the full six months. By this method, vfe 

estimate that cases were open an average of 5.0 months out of the six-month 

period. This figure varies for individual workurs, ranging from 4.3 tc 6-plus. 

This measure is greatly influenced by the extent to which the worker had been 

changing the composition of his cases during the course of the project. If 

*Payroll time allocable to the project was calculated for each worker, 
thei: summed. ror 23 of the workers, it was simply 40 hours X 26 weeks =. 
1040 hours. Three workers reported activity for a period or less than SlX 
months so their payroll hours \'lere reduced proportionately. Four other 
worker~ had such large caseloads that they Vlere permitted to exclu~e somo Of. 
their cases from the project, so their payroll hours were reduced Ul pro~ort~or: 
to the number of their excluded cases. This procedure yielded a total 01 28,J1l2 
hours of payroE time allocable to' the project. This included sick leave t 

vacation time, etc. 
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he combined some primary clients who had earlier been counted separately, I 
this artificially increased the average (since the divisor was the unduplicated .I 
number of cases, as those cases were constituted at the project's end), making 

it even larger than the logical maximum of 6.0. On the other hand, if he 

converted some primary c~ent groups to individual cases, this increased the 

divisor relative to the number of cases listed on Form 3 in the earlier 

mont.hs, thus artificially reducing the average length of case. 

The Services-Barriers Relationshi,E' In recording the time units spent 

on giving a particular kind of service to a case, the workers were also asked 

to indicate which barrier was the object of the service. (Occasionally they 

recorded a service-barrier combination without showing any time units, 

presumably an indication that the service was coming from an outside source, 

but it is believed that reporting in this fashion was incomplete.) The modal 

barrier-ser\Qce combin~tions ware as follows: 

Barrier 

Personal problems 
Mental disabilities 

Family probla.is 
Inadequate livi':g ____ _ 
arrangements 
other 

Need for training or 

Service Classification Hoat .Often Given 

Mental health serviced - specif:c 

Child protective service; foster care, 
marital, family, child-rearing counseling 

I 
1 
I 
I 

. education .. -;t 
Need for advocacy, in- ---- Enployment & rehabilitative services ~ 
formation and referral, 
resource mobilization 

Physical disabilities --------- Family planning, guardianship; health needs . ~ 

Some presum=d effects of the services upon the barriers are summarized 

in Table 5:10. Problems in the data prevent a more complete description. 

There are two re~sons why the first column of this table differs from the 
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Table 5.10 

Extent of Removal or Control of Each Barrier 

All Cases Included Included 
with This Not in Plan in Plan 
Barrier Worked Worked On, Worked On, 

Barrier { -lOO&l On Removed Controlled 

Personal problems 980 4fS% 1% 1.3% 
Family problems 1067 .30% 2% 12% 
Need training, education 532 60~ 3% 15% 
Need advocacy, etc. 456 55% 10% 12% 
Physical disabilities 490 62% 1% 12% 
Hental disabilities 646 56% 0% 18% 
Inadequate living arrangements 106 57% 11% 8% 
Other 61 74% 5% 3% 

of instances :in which a barr~.er \>laS mentioned, which might be more than once 

withjn a case; and the earlier table was limited to data in the service plan 

on Form 2, Hhereas the t.able shm-m here includes newly-identified barriers 

that were reported only on Form 3. 

Given the global nature of some of the barrier titles (~, "pers·;mal 

problems"), it is diffict..~t to ru'a'i meaningful conclusions from these data. 

They are disappointing, of course. Perhaps six mont.:)s is too short a time. 

Amount of Each Kind ,of Service Provided by the Social Worker. In the 

ah~ence of adequate data on purchased services, the discussion is limited here 

to the quantity of social worker activity. These data on worker-providt:d 

services have cunsiderable value apart from the pre-sence-or absence of data 

on services provided in other ways. 

Table 5.11 gives five items of info.rmation about each listed seryice: 

the number of cases in whicn at least one contact had been made primarily to 
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de1i:er this service, the aggregatl:: number of such contacts, the number 

of cases in which at least one 15-minut.e unit of cl)ntact time had been 

devoted to this serVice, the aggregate number of such time units, and the 

estimated cost of this service. Th f' t f . 
e ~rs our ~temscome from Form 3, 

where the recording was limited to contacts and travel time. (See the 

discussion pertaining to Table 5.9.) An example will clarify Table 5.11: 

Social workers gave information-and-referral serVJ..·ce t 4 
o 7 cases during 

the project, and the giving. of this service to these cases consumed 192 

time units (48 hours). Forty-five of ~hese cases participated in interviews 

that were devoted either exclusively 01' primarily to information-and-referral 

and such interviews totalled 122 in number. The other two of the 47 cases 

got infonnation-and-referral only as a secondary matter during the course of 

interviews having some other kind of service as their primary purpose. (Yne 

cost estimates will be explained later.) 

The list of services appearing in Table 5.11 is Slightly shorter (27 

classes) than the 31-class' list 4 n 'l'able 5.9. Th' . th 
... loS ~s e result of making 

the folloh~ng two combinations: 

Family-p~Ctnning, Guardianship Of dependent and neg'lected children 
and sel'VJ..ces related to health needs. I 

• Child protection; Child foster care" and Marital family and 
child-rearin~ counseling. ' " 

With these two exceptions, the service classes in Table 5.11 correspond 'to 

the classes of planned services in Table 5.9. 

With the exception of child-support service, all these classes of 

service were used by these social workers at some time during the six-month 

period. The most "popular" services, both in tel'l1ls of the numbers of cases 

receiving them and the amount of time devoted to them, were child protection 

(defined to include foster care and certain kinds of counseling); specific 

mental health services; employment and rehabilitative cervices; the combination 

of family-planning, guardianship, and health needs (separate data are un-
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available, but health needs are believed to account for the b":.1k of this) i 

various non-counseling services to strengthen individual and family life 

(codes 170, 171, 173, 175, and. 176 on Form 2); mental retardation service; 

and services to unmarried parents. In view of the distribution of cases 

by organizational unit (Table 5.5), this list of frequently-reported 

services presents no surprises. 

Several interesting rreasures could be calculated from the first four 

columns of Table 5.11: the percentage of the 1355 cases that received each 

of the services, the average number of time units per contact, etc • 

Instead of burdening this long report ldth additional tables, we leave 

such calculations to the interested reader • 

Cost of Services 

1 w, 

'1 
J 

, i 
Cost of Worker-Pr'vided Service. h11ether estimating the cost for an indivie.; 

usl case--a technique mentioned in Chapter 3--or for a given sl,rvice provided 

to a number of cases, .::& summarized in Table 5.11, two data ::,tems are needed: 

a weighted salary figure for the \,lork~r(s5 wl:o prC'lvided the sf' .. vice and the 

'1 .. 

appropriate number of time units. As explained elsewhere, a separate computation 

-1 was made for each of the thirty social workers. This took into account the ... 1 

DP\'1 overhead (not. the same for the two county' agencies), the agency's own 

supervisory structure (which weighs differently upon workers in different 

parts of the agency), the amount illld cost of clerical support for the worker 

(different for the various orgilllizational units), and the worker's job 

classification. This produced a weighted hourly salary corresponding to each 

worker. These hourly rates,were then applied to the "payroll time allocable to 

the project", a concept explained earlier in this chapter. The resulting 

dollar amount, which we call the "total adjusted cost of payroll time", is the 
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figure to which we mu5t relate the number of time units. In view of the 

many variation5 just mentioned, it is perhaps 5urpri5ing that the thirty 

values wer~ not all different from one another. There w~re, in fact, only 

nineteen different amount5 represer.ting each worker's total adjusted cost 

of payroll time. The5e amount5 for the individual workers ranged from 

$6,700 (for a worker who had included only 37.5 percent of his caseload 

in the project) to $21,000. For the thirty workers combined, it was $472,OCD, 

rounded to the nearest hundred dollars. Let us repeat for the 5ake of 

emphasis the meaning of this quantity: This is the total payroll for these 

thirty workers, plus their shares of the cost of operating the local agency 

(clerical :Jupport, supervision, administrative salaries, and non-salary ite-n::;) , 

plus their shares of the cost of DPd's supervision of their agency's prograr:s­

covering a period of six months and covering all of their work time (except 

where otherwise indicated). It includes personal time during office hours, 

such as coffee breaks and sick leave, but it does not include any overti"1e 

:payments. 

, 
Each social worker's total adjt:sted cost of payroL. time was divided by 

the total number of time units that he reported on Form 3, producing a "cost 

per time ullit". This unit rate ranged from $3.55 (for a worker who reported 

an amazing number of time units) to $;.'+.56. The weighted average cost pE'r 

time unit for the thirty workers was $11. 52 • 

To obtain the cost of the various services shown in Table 5.11, we 

multi.plied each worker' 5 cost per time unit by the number of unit:; of a 

particular service that he reported, then sununed this product over all the 

workers reporting that service. 
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The interested reader may wish to make the various other computations 

that are possible with the data in 'rab) IJ 5.11. In addition to the rates 

obtainable in that 1"ay, we can'pro'fide two others: (1) The cases assigned 

to the workers amounted to 8282 ca::;e-I'Iont.h::; of "open" cases (regardless of 

whether they received any attention), and the rate per cac:e-month on that 

basis amoJ.nted to $57,09. (2) Counting only cases that actually got service 

during a specified month, the project covered 4889 case-months of qervicc, 

costing $96.71 per case-month. He do not have this information by kind 

of service. 

To summarize: 

Total cost of social service included in this project 
Cost per 15-minute time unit 
Cost per case-month as an opc:n case 
Cost per caso-month of service 

$472,800.00 
11. 52 
5'1.09 
96.71 

Purchased Services. !'Jespite a very great amount of effort, the only 

data on purchased services that we were able to associate with the specific 

cases. in the project were from Hennepin COUl'ity. For reasons explained .'lse­

where in this report, :.It that time only the traditional child. welfare services 

were covered completely by that agency's computerized file (although thQ agel -:' 

was gradually adding other ser~·ic~s to its record). Further, we found it 

practical to use the payments that were made during February, March, and 

April only (which covered mostly services provided during .the period January­

March). Under these limitations, it turned out that 99 percent of the payments 

were for child foster care. The total amount paid for that pm'pose during the 

three months, for the cases in t.he project, was tl02,46S.49. This amount, 

which corresponded to an estimated /,16 casEHllonths of foster care, was broker 

. down in the agency' 5 records into the foJ,lowing types of expenditurel 
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Room and board 
Clothing 
Incidentals 
Gifts 
Miscellaneous 

$85,731.96 
3,26).18 
4,419.97 

20.00 
9,0:33.38 

SUpplementary Data About Closed Cases 

I~' 

Reason for Case Closing. Only 372 of the 1682 cases were reported to 

be closed as of the end of the project. In notable contrast to the rather 

dismal picture presented earlier in this chapter on the sutject of success 

or ftli1ure'in the removal of barriers, the most frequently cited reason for 

closing the case, reported for 38 percent of those closed, was "goal achieved". 

Nest most popular reason, in 17 percent, was "transferred to another worker", 

a reason whose interpretation undoubtedly varies from case to case. Ten 

percent closed because the client 110ved out of the county, another ambiguo\.4'; 

reason. Negative reasons for closing, "further service deemed ineffective" 

and "client rejects service", appeared in 9 percent and 8 percent of the 

clOSings, respectively. 

Workers' Responses to Interview Questions. Worker,s were aSked to make 

several judgments about each closed case, some of them alluded to in the 

f~_t"5t section of this chapt,.,,". When asked, "Without service:,: would conditioll 

of Ufe have improved, remained the same or degraded?", their replies were 

distributed as follows: 

Would have improved without services 
Improved because of services given 
Would have been maintained without services 
Was maintained because of services given 
Deteriorated without services 
Deteriorated even though services were given 

Asked, "Was the outcome achieved by this client your agreed-upon 

desired goal?", they responded I 
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Yes 
No, did not achieve desired goal 
No, client & social worker never 

goals 
other responses 

agreed on 

64% 
13% 

15% 
710 

In B2 percent of the closings, the workers felt that the length of 

service was justified by the outcome. 
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Chapter 6 

RCEM UTILIZATION 

This chapter presents the procedures and principles involved with 

actuul utilization of the RCEM. Whereas Chapter 2 provides an indepth 

and highly technical narration of the RCEM -- its input requirements, pro­

c~ssing logic, and output -- in this chapter RCEM utlli?ation is presented 

within the context of an agency or organization. The first five utilization 

Bteps are actually preconditions which must exist to allow for RCEM utili­

zation, and involve a commitment of the agency and appropriate decisions. 

Step six is a jOint effort involving both the manager and analyst. The 

~ext two steps are the actual data processing which are the analyst's 

responsibility, and the final two steps. us:l.ng the RCEM output. are 

the joint responsibility of manager and analyst. 

In the second Sect:9n of this chapter, four basic utili~ation principles 

arc presented and discussed. Thes~ principbs are essential :,) any 1J1:11.i­

zation setting and actually determine many of the specific utilitzation 

procedures for the RCEM. 

!It llizat!on Procedu~. 

1. Management first has to see the need for i us og relative cost-

effectiveness (RCE) information as the foundation for decision making. In 

addition, this type of information has to be based on Ii 
cent experiences. 

Managers usc a variety of justifications for making deCisions, only 

some of which are relevant. A1th h i h 
oug n t eory all decisions should be made 
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using appropriate information, in practice many decisions are made with 

inadequate information or in response to pressures of the moment. In 

virtually any area of decision making in an administrution or bureaucracy, 

\ 
\ 

many decisions are made as a consequence of politica~, social, or adminis­

trative demands. In essence, the problem is often one in which the relevant 

information suggests (or mandates) a decision that runs counter to what 

may be politically exp~dient. 

As a technique, RCD! can provide decision makers with certain kinds 

of information relating to cost, effectiveness, and client experiences. 

Until a potential user of this information becomes committed to including 

this type of information in his decision process, RCEM may be adopted bllt 

not really used. 

2. The agency must decide on ad hoc versus on-going, sJstemmatic 

methods for collecting data to support RCE analysis. 

A variety of information about recipients, services provided, delivery 

processes, and client outcomes are required to form an adt~uate data base 

for effectiveness or cost-effectiveness analysis. The required data can 

be collected on an ad hoc sample basis using interviews or case record 

readers. Alternatively, sufficient data can be collected and maintained 

systematically with a Social Services Information System (SSIS). Maito 

adva~tages of the former are: flexibility to orient data collection toward 

current issues, and minimal demands on caseworker time and effort. ~!ain 

advantages of the latter are: analysis based on data from the full popu­

lation, the possibility of capturing case dynamics lost with point-in-time 
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surveys, and the compelling fact that this:~ind of information is deemed 

essential for managing and monitoring services. 

3. Data gatherers have to be sufficiently motivated so that their 

input to the information system is "clean data. II If caseworkers, for 

example, do not find their own rewards in gathering data, the validity 

of the data ma)' not be adequate "to .s;u,ppo;rt., useful RCE analysis. 

It ias been Unco's experience both in Minnesota and elsewhere that 

information systems can be a significant means for caseworkers to express 

themselves -- their successes, failures, and frustrations. The system 

can be de.signed for them to II tell their storyll to management. Their input 

is further encouraged when they rec(:ive qualitative feedback from manage­

ment either through direct communication about their job situation, etc. 

or through new procedure,,:, policies or programs. When sensing that . .t:leir 

input is seriously considered, caseworkers arp- more ,likely to fulfill their 

role as data gatherers. Caseworke:~ input may also result in Detter mm.age­

ment and supervision and thus improve the agency's performance and efficiency. 

Finally, the information system is more likely to succeed when the caseworkers 

themselves are involved in its construction, since they are likely to identify 

with the system and regard it as for their own use. 

Sample-based information gathering may use people whose only job is 

to gather information. In this ::ase, the reward structure is likely to be 
" 

based on completeness, effiCiency, or accuracy of ihe data itself, 

4. Case outcomes must be agreed upon, including esUmates of their 

relative effectiveness. The outcomes lI\ay be either generic or specific to 
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the particular agency and its services, but they must be all-inclusive • 

For short-term evaluatic,n (rather than evaluation using follo, .. -up 

measures), case out,comes provide one of the best indicators of effectiveness. 

In order that they may properly serve this function, the case outcomes must: 

be stated in operational terms that everyone can understand, not have any 

overlap among the outcomes. and include all pos~ible client impacts as a 

result of receiving services. 

. The estimates of effectlveness are especially crucial, for they indicate 

the consensus of participants as to which conDequences are more desirable 

or mQre closely fit the objectives of the agency. The comparisons need not 

be ql!antitative and may be stated in such basic terms as one outcome being 

"better" than another. 

5. Each data record should contain the follOWing informa~ion for each 

client:. 

• demography 

• services provided 

• caseworker responsible for providing services 

• problems/barriers to be overcome 

• cost-related information 

• case outcome 

The ~ir3~~our data elements enable the analyst to group. the data so 

that an;rllysis is responsive to the issues at hand. Since data is collected 
./' 

on an individual basis. any issueL;related to case demography. services 

provided. the experience or qualification of caseworkers. or case problems 
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can theoretically be resolved by forming appropriate groupings using these 

data elements. An average effectiveness and an average cost can likewise 

be determined for each group by virtue of the last two data elements. 

Coat-related information includes measures of intensity of services provided, 

caseworker salary, cost of purchased services, length of case and agency 

financial records. These factors can be converted to per-client cost 

estimates. (For States .... ith an adequate SSIS, this process of estimating 

case costs is also recommended for allocating social service costs for purposes 

of Fedoral matching.) 

6. Prior to actual analysis, the analytical objectives must be deter-

mined by a cooperative effort between the manager and analyst. Cooperation 

is necessary since the analytical objectlves must be converted into data 

terms. 

The first five steps in the utiliz.:ltion process are actually prf~-

cO'·l'iitions. In other words, these arc the conditions tha:' must exist to 

support ReEl-! analys:' 'J. Essentially these, are the responsi'Jility of the 

manager. Decisions have to be made as to whether RCE will be the basis 

of decision making, whether data will be gathered systematicallY"etc. 

In this step, the manager and analyst work together in converting the 

manager's problems and issues into statements that can be responded to with 

RCE analysis. In concert, the manager and analyst first prepare a problem 

statement in systematic terms e:ncompass:i:.g as many aspects of management 

concern as practical within the system construct. The analyst must simul-

taneously consider the problem to be solved and the informaticnal aspects 
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of the system (data, measures, analytic tools) available for preparing 

a quick response. Thus, a strategy for the solution is "designed." 

As can be seen in lo'igure 6.1 on the following page, thils interaction 

betw'.!en the manager and the analyst is actually cyclical in which there 

i3 greater precision in each cycle. Few problems can be solved strictly 

. .. 

on the basis of an initial design. Host problems require preliminary baseline 

information and some require trial solutions a~d re-runs prior to achieving 

a final problem definition. Thus, the steps leading to successful analysis 

of a problem are somewhat iterative and, to be effective. must be supported 

by powerful computer techniques for performing data manipulation and analysis. 

7. RCE analysis begins by groupiEg cases on file according to demo-

graphy> services, caseworker characteristics and/or client problem in 

conformity to each issue at hand. Each group's outcomes and estimated costs 

are then interpreted mathematically as er, estimate of the effectiveness 

produced per dollar spent. 

Once a relevant data base has been establishc~ and analytical issues 

have been stated in data terms, RCE calculations can be performed. The 

results of analysis can be best expressed in relative terms of one group 

compared to another. Absolute baselines are not only much more difficult 

to establish but often are irrelevant to the needs of decision makers who 

are most concerned about facilitating the best trade between cost and 

effectiveness. 

An example of this analytic procedure is to identify the optimal 

case load (in cost-effectiveness terms). This is accomplished by grouping 
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FIGURE 6.1 RCEMANALYSIS: PROCESS FLOW CHART 
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cases according to the primary service received and according to the average 

caseload for each caseworker. RCE analysis can then pinpoint (or each type 

of primary service the best trad~-off between the size of cascload (as 

expressed by associated costs) and the results of services (as expressed 

in client outcomes). Following is a list of just a few of the many issues 

that can be addressed using this analytic procedure: 

• impact of staff development 

• optimal experience and education for caseworkers 
by service area 

e effect of racial homogeneity between caseworker and 
client 

• RCE of local offices 

o RCE trends from one year co the next 

• RCE comparison between direct and purchafied services 

• variation in outcome achievement of clients 
~ccording to age, race, and sex 

• variation in difficulty of overcoming different 
problem areas ~r barriers 

8. TIle actual grouping of case records and calculating cost-effective-

ness ratios and probabilitieH is donu through computer processing. 

Though there are :;everal steps imrolved with the computer processing, 

there are two major phases: data preparation through grouping case records 

and subsequent cost-effectiveness analysis. The former 1.s not a function 

. of Rcm processing, but rather it is accomplished by another computer program, 

known as GFA (Generalized File Analyzer). In some ways the gro'lping process 

is more difficult than the cost-effectiveness analysis, si.nce iL involves 
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prepadng the data for grouping, arbitrarily defining groups, and properly 

aggr.egating cost and outcome data for each group. The GFA package enables 

the analyst to specify groupings mnemonically, knolving the computer will 

aggregate all the data properly and automatically interface with RCEM. 

For example, to define a grouping which will rank local offices within 

and across service areas, the following statement is presented to GFA 

(which in turn operates on the file): 

** RCEM COST, OUTCOME, SERVICE AREA, LOCAL OFFICE 

\ 

\ 

If this processing cannot be accomplished expeditiously, the analyst cannot 

provide decision makers with timely and relevant information. 

RCEM itself is initiated with statements regarding the decision maker's 

perceptions about the outcome categories. For example, if there are five 

categories in rank order and (1) the third category can be assuwed to be 

at least twice as effective as the first and (2) the distance i~ effective-

ness between the fifth category and the fourth is greater than the distaU\,~ 

between the fourth and th~ third categories, then these perceptions would 

be provided to the computer in the folluwing form: 

E2 > El 
E3 > E2 
E4 > E3 
E5 > E4 
E3 > 2 * El 
E5 - E4 >E4 - E3 

These statements along with the grouped data are analyzed mathematically, 

in accordance with the formulas presented in Chapter 2, to derive the output 

rankings and probability assessments. 
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9. RCE output is analyzed and becomes the basis f'or policy and opera-

tional decisions. The deci.<;ions which are formulated are made within the 

range of feasible alternatives (determ;ned by ~ external factors such as 

budget, legislation, and time constraints). 

As an analytical technique to assist managers in ki d i i ma ng ec a ons, 

RCEM is based on four assumptions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Decision makers do not deal only in absolute terms. 
Rather, their main concern is on the relative comparison 
of one alternative to another. 

Information used by management must be produced in a 
timely fashion. Long-term or follow-up studies may be 
useful, but for da~ly decision mak~ " the information 
has to be more in~ediate. 

The focus of information must b h e on t e persons receiving 
services. 

4. Managers are more concerned with effectiveness of 
services in terms of client impact than with frequency 
counts of service activities, (The latter are usefUL 
only as they relate to client impact.) 

B,1sed on these assumptions, the RCEM technique. has seveL..!l practical 

applications for administrators in solving policy, programmatic, and 

operational problems. The information required by, and the output from, 

JlCEM is readily comprehended by managers, who play an active role in its 

application. By collecting data during the process of providing services 

(rather than follow-uj) information), the manager has analytical reaults 

at the time when they are most needed and relevant. In this fashion, 

administrators are able to make important decisions without having to 

wait until a program has befan completed. 

There are at least three major applications f h RCEM o t e technique in 
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program and service evaluations. Altogether, these represent a broad 

range of capability for identifying relatively poor or successful delivery 

systelll!l and their trends over time, either at the local office level or 

in summary terms. 

Cross-Office Analysis. Two or more offices, within any service area 

can be compared and ranked by lWEM. There are many uses of ('[Lice rankings, 

but the main point is that overall improvement in efficiency is accomplished 

by sensing and correcting offices with poor performance while encouraging 

successful offices. Cross-office comparisons in the form of cost-effective-

ness rankings are useful to guide management in this endeavor. 

Trend Analysis. An office's current and past p~rformance are core:ared 

to determine its cost-effectiveness trend over time. This type of analysis 

j.9.possible only for programs with an established information system which 

can support the evaluation. Trend analysis has such potential value fo. 

management that it may be more pertinent to the management process than 

cross-office analysis. 

Aggregated Analysis. l'wo or more offices within a service area may 

be aggregated to form a hypothetically larger grouping [or summary anal':sis. 

Also, population subgroups can be aggregated across offices for analytic 

purposes. As with other RCEl-! applications, the capability to perform 

this kind of analytlis depends on the existing information system, and the 

analysis can satisfy information needs at different levelti of management. 

Aggregation is often necessary to produce a more stable 
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analysis of overall trends and to obtain State and regional comparisons. 

10. The consequences of decisions based on RCE analysis nre monitored 

through further data collection and sdbsequent RCE analysis. 

The way in which RCE fits into the ongoing decision-making system is 

depicted in Figure 6.2. All of the information required for each of the four 

inputs is obtained and subsequently analyzed by RCBI,* which pruduces two 

types of indicators: the expected differences between alternatives and the 

risk or confidence in choosing one alternative over another. This output, 

in combination with other available information, assists management in 

making and implementing decisions that have subsequent impact on RCEN inputs 

and future analytical objectives. Th: continual feedback on individual 

clients supports more accurate program and policy decisions since they are 

based on the observed results of recent decisions and actions. 

Utilization Principles 

As a result of the experience in ,lemonstrating the RCEM in a State 

agency setting, we have come to understand some of the dynamics involved 

in utilization of new techniques. In particular, we encountered some 

diff:t.culties at the beginning of the threE'-year Minnesota project which 

subsequently led to a project amm'.!ndment focusing directly on the utilization 

problems. Known as CHUTR (pronounced as "commuter"H* this six-month study 

*A more detailed representation nf the RCEM analysis was presented as 
Figure 6.l. 

**Communication Model for the Utilization of Technical Research (CMUTR)i 
Project Number Il-P-5711l/5-02 (as amended); a Ninnesota DemOnSlr&~ ... on Project 
funaed by Department of Health, Education, Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation 

, Services Administration, Office of Research and Demonstriltion. Completed 
on June 30, 1972. 
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examined the communication aspects involved in research utilization with 

RCEM as the example. The CMUTR study involved three States (Minnesota, 

Washington, and Culoradc), each of which was at a different point of 

involvement in demonstrating the ReEH. Subsequent to the CMUTI{ study, 

Unco I~s been continuing with the Colorado Department of Social Services 

as a teoting ground for the major CMUTI{ findings .*** Hany of the findings 

from the CMUTR study dnd the CMUTR study and the experience in Colorado 

are incorporated in this discussion. 

In reviewing the process and conditions for successful research utili-

zation, most of the findings and experience can be synthesized into four 

underlying principles. TIle process of using new research must essentia:ly 

be (1) user-in1tiated in which (2) the user's needs and the potential 

s(.llution are matched with increasing precision over time. The two major 

conditions tha~ support the process include (3) a minimum level, type, 

~nd quality of communications between the user and research groups, and 

(4) 11 final solut.~on that requires the lDimimum possible ,'hunger; on the part 

of the user's organization. The following is a more complete summary of 

these four utilization principles. It should be noted that these arc 

hardly all-inclusive;. but, for purposes of this discussion, these are among 

the most fund ,mental pdnciples relating to lIsing technical research. 

Utilization Principle #1. Both the need for, and use of, technical 

***Th~ Extension £. Testing of Communicntion Concepts in Research Utilization; 
Project Number ll-P-5731l/8-0l. A Colorado Demon~tration Project funded 
by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Social & Rehabilitation 
Services Administration, Office of ReHcarch and Demonstration. In progress. 
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research and development must be primarily self-initiated. Though other 

people can have a slgniticant role in the utilization process, it is the 

user's responsibil:l.ty to make all key decisions. The role of outl:lide agents, 

such as consultants, is essentially catalytic. 

New methodologies, techniques, and other forms of technical research 

and development may be adopted by an agency for several reasons. For 

example, an evaluation tool such as RCD! may be adop~ed on the basis of 

misinforma t:! on regardfng its purposl.:!s. capabilities, 2,nd usage. Research 

packages nw.y aleo be adopted (withollt necessarily being lIsed properly) for 

misdirected reasons such as prestige or lIempire-building. 1I In some cases 

adopting a new technique is done only through h:lgher-level pressure or man­

date to do so. These last two reasons for adoption often occur when Federal 

funding carrfe£ the burden of demonstration costs. 

When a n~w technique is adopted for the above reasons, the actual 

value or appropriac(ness of the technique to the adoptin, agency is le~t 

to chance. That is, the correctness of the decision is nCo known and the 

reasons for tIle decision are not necessarily valid. If fro~ first exposure 

to final implementatinn th~ only reason for using a new technique is a 

begrudging response to a national mandate, it is not likely that the new 

technique w:l 11 be used to its fullest pOlential. A '!'.<indate can provide the 

initial impetus to stimulate an agency into seeking out new methodologies, 

but thereafter the real functioning of l:,e new technique must be the basis 

for decisions as to implementation • 

At the outset of the HinnelOota project, little attention was devoted 
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to this crucial area of resear.ch utilization. It was assumed that manage-

ment would immediately apply needed information to the decision-making 

process. As it turned out, management was reluctant to incorporate exter-

nally-generated information into its decision making process. (It was 

subsequently found in the CMUTR study thCtt this is typically the case.) 

In particular, management was especially slow to use the new type of 

information provided by ReEl-! analysis. 

As this resistance became evident during the project's first year, . ~,.o 

began to address the problem through training and workshop programs. At 

first it appeared that the problems could be dealt with through briefings 

ane training sessions using step-by-step procedural explanations, diagrams, 

etc. Our belief was that as soon as all the aspects relating to the RCEH 

wer.e explained, the methodology would then be readily accepted by manage-

ment. The concept of cost-e':fectiveness analysis :\.e intuiti\'.:!ly acceptable 

since it deals with delivering the services with best returns for the money 

spent. Ho\;ever. when manage-:s are exposed to the underlying sciences of 

measures, statistics, and computerized techniques, cost-effectiveness becomes 

surrounded with confusion. Drawing too much attention to the technical 

details is self~defeating. 

Following this failure Un co tried another method of presentation through 

analytical briefs. Each brief was devoted to a particular problem in which 

the issues were presented with accompanying analytical results. This 

t~chn1que also failed, perhaps due to the heavy reliance on technical written 

communications • 
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These failures heightened the concern about utilization problems which 

in turn led to the CMUTR and Colorado studies. As a consequence of this 

subsequent work, it appears that management must go through a problem-

solving approach to understanding its ow'11 problems, matching problems with 

solutions, testing the match, and finally implementating on a full-scale 

basis. At each major point, management is responsible for making decisions 

to progress further, and these decisions obviously should be based on 

sufficient, valid information about the solution's usefulness. 

Everyone uses this approach in a modified and less formal way for 

dealing with all types of problems. Initially, problem-solving is done 

internally, and a person only looks outside himself when special resources 

or skills are needed. Likewise, with or.ganizational problems an agency 

will turn to specialized resources and talents outside the organization, 

when needed. Regardless of the. existence of outside involvement, the same 

steps or procedures are used. It has been our experience .t~~t consultants 

should perform as catalysts for internal action, within the agency. or as 

special resource perqons responding to the specific agency needs. 

Utilization Principle'2. The articulation and matchinz of needs and 

solution is an evolving, c.yclical process t.hat becomes more precise as time 

passes. The difficulty of precise matching is a function of the complexity 

and uniqueness of ~he needs~ 

In the case of research utilization, and in our particul.ar experience 

with RCEM, the associated needs and prohlems are extremely complex. In 

part, this is inevitable since the needs relate to an agency wllich itself 
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is complex. Consequently, the problem of developing information to be 

used by decision makers in the agency also is complex, due to the variety 

and nature of the decisions to be made. A policy decision, for example, 

will have an impact on many aspects of an agency's functioning and there-

fore should be made on a fairly ~road base of valid information. TIl is 

particular need for information cannot be met with a simple solution to 

meet the overall information needs for many major decisions; the solution 

will therefore be correspondingly more complex. 

There are perhaps two levels of dlo:veloping a solution ~o meet a set' 

of needs. The first level is to develop the technique itself in particular 

response to the needs at hand. This typically is the case in which the 

needs are unique and therefore no previously developed solutions are 

applicable. Th€ second level begins with certain basic tools and techniques 

that have already been developed and proceeds to tailor their application 

to 1;!)e present needs or proble,ms. The actual technique remains :'nchanged; 

it is the way in which it '::s applied toat must: be matched with the needs. 

Operating from this second level of matching need and solution ~'\,quires 

existing techniques that have sufficient flexibility to be adapted uniquely 

to each situation. 

In the case of solving management information needs with the RCEH 

analytical technique, the matching process is unquestionably evolutionary. 

The needs for information are extremely complex and, the RCEM has been 

designed to maintain maximum flexibility. In virtually every application 

of the R,;EM, there has been at least one l'reliminllry matching prior to 

final p~)blem resolution, and often there have been several preliminary 
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cycles. In each phase the needs are more precisely defined, the information 

input is more adequately structured, and therefore the RCEM analysis is 

more responsive. This process has been described as both evolutionary 

(in which at the outset both the problem and solution may be stated only 

in vague or approximate terms) and cyclical since in each phase the same 

steps are taken but with increasing accuracy or precision. 

Utilization Priuciple 03. Several minimum conditions must exist to 

support adequate communications regarding the use of any new technique. 

Without proper communications it is considerably less likely that the 

new technique will be used properly, if at all. 

The essence of the communication problems center on the fact that 

technical research is being applied to meet management's needs. Partici-

pants in the utilization effort involve both technical and management 

pel:sonnel. The differences in the ways that these two groups think and 

cOllmunicate manifest themselves in communicati.on problems about the 

searching, matc!,:'ng, testing, acceptipg, and implemenU:1g of a new technical 

methodology. Management personnel includes all i:hose pClsons directly 

affected by the innovation, such as decision makers and supervisors. In 

addition, the management group would "lso include those who would be dil:ectly 

affected by the decisions made in regard to the innovation and those who 

(in the case of an evaluation tool) would provide input data. The technical 

group could include people both within and outside the agency. These 

migr!; be social scientists, computer science personnel, systems analysts, 

statisticians, etc • 
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In this era of technical sophistication, the gap between technical and 

management personnel is a well-known fact. The problems are particularly 

evident when the two groups must work together in implementing a technical 

so::..ution in a non-technical ::letting. The two primary areas of communication 

are in the initial conceptual understanding of the principles underlying 

the technical solution (ane.. how these match the extant problems) and an 

understanding of how to deal with the technical innovation (input preparation 

and output interpretation). 

As can be seen in the RCE}1 procedures for utilization. there are 

several points of interaction between technical and management people. Each 

of the first group of steps, the pr:-conditions. has some technical aspects 

or implications which would likely involve management interaction wi-th tech-

nit!al people. Problem definition and establishing analytical objectives 

ar,~ perhaps the most difficult intern.:tion settings. Finally, interpreting 

th~ analytical output requires (at least at the outset) some involveme;,t by 

technical people. 

The communication problems actually center around differences in 

conceptualization and language.* When each group is given the same problem 

to solve, technicians are more likely to regard the problem and its solution 

as a technical matter, whereas management peo'ple are more likely to view 

the matter in non-techriical terms.' Even if there is no dHference in the 

conceptualization about a problem and its solution, the ways in which these 

*It is generally agreed among linguists that language affects conceptuali-:­
zation which in turn reinforces specialized langu3ge development • 
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groups express themselves is likely to differ extensively. The jargon, 

actual content, and philosophic:ll variations are sufficiently different 

that for our purposes they may as well be considered as two separate 

languages. 

As the most important minimum communication condition that must exist, 

the presence of a "common language" or "translators" who are knowledgeable 

in both areas in large measure will determine the success of implementing 

a techni~al solution in a management setting, regardless of the innovation's 

worth. In any individual communication situation between a member from 

each of these two major grCJups, one or the other must be "bilingual" if 

communications are to succeed. If this does not exist, a third party 

should be available who would act as translator between these two groups. 

It would be safe to say that the success of interaction is directly a 

funcl-ion of the presence or absence of "bilingualism." 

TIlere are several secondary, yet still important, communication 

conditions that are needed to improve the likelihood ot successfully 

implementing and using a technical innovation: 

• Networks must exist for decision making and communications (both 
formal and informal) al~ut the new technique. 

• There should be enough variety in the conununication media and 
channels so that a particular medium can be properly selected 
according to the nature of the message and the people involved. 

• Feedback is essential to improving the success of each step toward 
implementing and using an innovation. Too often, for example, 
communications go from the top down through an agency':.; structure 
without enough feedback coming back up. 

• A high volume of messages should be avoided, since receivers 
increasingly tend to disregard the messages and rely more on 
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Utilization Principle #4. Complexity of the user system's response 

to a new methodology is negatively related to the likelihood that the 

innovation will be accepted, implemented, or properly used. As the system's 

response to the innovation becomes increasingly complex, the probability 

of utilization decreases. 

Though perhaps less vital than the other principles, user responsive­

ness is, nevertheless, a critical factor in the probabJlity of utilization. 

Known as "user packaging," a technical Solution should be designed to 

minimize the demands on the user systerr.. 

There are several factors that constitute t!te complexity of the user's 

response. A technical soluti0n, to the extent feasible should be: 

] 

'·1 
~ 

• comprehensible Management :;-"ould be able to understand the basi . ..: ] 
principles of the solution ana the solution's output 

• timely -- A new methodology must "be able to functiol1 ,dthin the :J 
time limitations or needs of the management. • 

• efficient -- The expense of using the innovation (for example, data 
gathering) should be relatively low compared to its benefits. 

• compatible -- Using the innovation should not disturb the function­
ing of the agency. (The results, however, may have a strong impact, 
particularly in the case of an evaluation ~ethodology.) 
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}lOW: Vertical mark in left margin indicates a revision. 

Introduction to Procedures and Instructions 

I. Procedures to be Followed by Social Workers in Using Forma 1, 2, and 3 

Form 1 

Form 2 

Form 3 

Submitting Forms to the Project Office 

II. Inetructiona and Definitions for Completing Forma 1, 2, and 3 

Form 1: Family Information 

Identifying and Geographical Information 
County of Bel~ice ("Co.") 
CaBe number ("Casa No. C") 
Family las t lW.Ille 
Definition of "Family" 
Service worker ("Service ... L r.") 
Census tract ("CensUll tr.") 
Rosidance (city size) 

Family Composition 
Family member number (tlHt No.") 
Last name, first, initial 
Reln tionship to head of household ("Rel. HH") 
Living arrangalIl':lnt ("Liv. arr.") 
Stn't'11 of father ("Father") 
Race and 80X (IIRSII) 
Years of schooling ("Yrs.sch.") 
.Birthdato 

.Action 

Form 2: Information about Primary Client 

Identifying and Geographical Information 
County of sorvice ("Co. II

) 

Case number ("Caso No. C") 
Family last name 
Croas-reference 
Servico worker no. 
Primary cllon t I a address (RBJIlsey ami ~) 
Congrcasional district ("Cong.") 

Informa. tion nbou t Pri.nu:u'y CUen t, Service Eligibility 
Application date 
Acoeptance date 
Client(s) included in the case shown on this form 
Realon for rejection 
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Revised .. In 

!Jafn.aU •• about .Priaary Client, ~.rvice J<;lieibilHy (cont.td.) 
Priaary Cliont(a) 

Fazrily .... ber JlUAber ("FM") 
Heal til ("Hl th") 
U.der d.ctc;r'o cars ("Dr.") 
Speuae in nOQO ("I;)p") 
Secial i.iocul'ity nWlbGr 

Baai. of olieibility fer fedorally-matchable aervice 
Recipioncy statuB 
l.IIilistanco COltet.;)r:f ("A.sot, cate~ory") 

.!Ja.iia or non-eligibil.lty for foderullY-lIllt.tchll.blo BClrvice 
Dit te te field (ItaJ1S0Y elid t) 
Dispeliatien (HlIlJiIsoy GrUt) 

Problet18, ~al8 
Special urello 
Cend1ticn of lifo 

I>egree of dependency of financial asBist8.nce 
Employment 
Le~Tel of functioIlins 
Living ei tua tion 

T,ype of community-based care facilit,y 
TYPe of inatitution 

ClilJl'lt-agency OIf;rO(;lIIent 

Barriers, Sorvice PlaA 
Barriers 
Servicos planned 
Mothed 
Agency 

TyPG Clf s/;,:ency ("Type") 
~xaapleB ef service-Rethod-a~ency c •• bin~tioun 

J.ctien 

Fera 3: Social werker Activity 04 h~bQlf er Client~ 

IdentHying Illf.matio" 
COUAty ef oervice 
CasewerKer 1. V. 
lieput re.t" Nouth _, 197_ 

Curreat Caso Status 
Degree of dePendency on financial a.Bsis tancs t "s") 
Empll,)yment ("BMP") 
Level of functioning ("U,V") 
Living aituation ("LZV") 
Current barriers ("aR") 
Barrier status a'to end of month (".BR tiT") 

Case Closing Data ("CLOSE") 
ReMon ca.ee closed ("RE") 
Mon th in which case closed ("MO") 
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Client Ideatif1catiea 
Cli.at lUU:Ie 

Faail,y ID 
FAllilJr 1A,N1bu nu.aber 

S.nicoe Giv .. and U--..... tu lit S.nice 
SorvicQ tJe<ie 
Method 
ABellO] tn-
Barrior A(!:Un.st lflUch 
CliClnt and oella tera.l this Denico ie IlLiinly d.irectod. 

Tig. UAito contacts rooordg 

Contact tally 
Exrur.p1c 
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PROJECT MANUAL 

INTRODUCTI(A~ TO PROCFJ)UHES AND II1S'I'HUC'l'lONS 

For the past two years, MilIDE'sotn h'l~ been involved ill a proJect. 1..0 
develop a method of measuring cost-effect \.\'en'1~;:; of nocial ~;<:rvicus. !'rojcet 
staff nler:lbers have been e)..-trncting data fr·:lln rlor-.ed eDse r('-:c·rd~ 1n Sl'Vt1l'u1 

agencies. 

At the current stage of this d('velopl"~.nt \'10 ~lou},d like the suciaJ. \'lol'k"l'S 
to particinat€ in the data collection cff(l)'~' t IlrouEl: rC'cordibg car;e :i.nfol'r.:,' ,. ion 
and activities on an on-going bnsin as P::"'L of their normal recordi.np, prvce,:Jres, 
Towards this end, the proj ect staff i~ an:;ul11in[', respondb:i 1 i ty for tr~t~!" fel'rin:,: 
information from existing recorJing formr: \'0 allevird. c much of the bUl'd·,m j.l:.lci.!d 
on the social Horker in participt:1ting in :1 pilol- pro,iect. The Nault::.; cf tl'z"i:; 
pilot project "HI surely be enhanc ... J by l:&.ving seIGeLed ~ocial '~OrkCl'f> rueord 
information on their current casolond. 

Three forms are 'Lo be used in gathCl.i r.~ information. Form 1 regictern th~ 
flll11ily, identifed dependents, and idcntif .co dC'ITIographic ch:lracteristiC'f. ?,O!'n 2-
records initiation of case activity, dofi.;~'s goab, ,md fm'ther iuentj f:iGe the. 
p;rimary client'::.; r.C'ed::; and the socinl 1'100':.f.'1', ;; pltm I))' action. Ii. dC'Hcri.hc;':l the 
'problem areas and harriers to be o;creomc :In (\'.i.d'Lnq t,be c~ ient lU1r1 the r..ethc·i,; 
by which this could bp. achieved. Form 3 in OJ. C'll:-Go;i I'.?, tr.l Ly of c.anc:\:ol'l{el· 
activity of provision of servicos ae&ins~. the burrier:; id';',if,if:' ell in F)rm r.:. 

Thos'} of you familiar "ith current d.:velopmonts :l.n eSA (Community Sel'~~cen 
Administrati0n) for reporting of social r:::':l'vicel' dllth \'Iill !lote that our c:rt.eGori'·" 
of goals and barriers, for exU' pIc:: , are .£.2E.'3i::~ ~;ith C~·A' s. . 

One of our objectives is to process the ini'()rm~'~ion guthered by zocia1. 
workers participating in the project and to rc,t.url1 to the c[:'.JeHol'kers ill.fO;::l:,tio:: 
Qn a caso-by-case basis. We will be parL~('ul:lrly illterest"d in :.;ocial \~url:cl' 
reaction to receiving this type of inforl;~a(,ioll. A V~lriet;o{ of an"lytic::u t,;;l-:s 
will be conducted in order to test the value of the measuri;S ~Ihich arc.. cont::\ir.ed 

in all of the forms. 

Ult.:iJnately, ~IC hope to be able to ident:i.f~r the services and acti vitien 'Lhat 
are most cost-effective which in turn should help sociDl "wrlcers to do t.heir 

work mor.t efficiently • 

Thflnk you for your cooperation • 

l!'l'> 
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rkuJ~~T M~{U.L~ ____________ (~I~{.~V~1~~~.(~I~A~n~r~i~1~1~,~1~97~)4) ____________________________ __ 

1. ]'1I0t )I!!.DUl\l''s TU tH', fo'ULW. i!!D or St~ lAL "(;'uC:;l''s IN U.;I!'iG 
Jo'urlM::i 1, 2, A!;!) 3 

lQl.1M 1 i FAMILY I!IFQH.."'.ATIQN 

Hennepin County IwciAl workers l'J.J.l out fonn 1 evuy time tiley hke reilponsiblli ty 
for .. case not previoulilly in a projlct worker'lI calilloM, .lld for .11 tr.l:U- Cid;.a 
aM of Octooer 16, 1~2. 

In Ra.tn.iey COUll1:y, l'onn 1 d ... t. will bl ex tritC hd from tho filS comi'u tar fila. 

Thill fOrll record", infonnll tion on the pril~ .. ry client ,l1l1d "l'lI.:.i[iolO a. time-11.!lJl ~ed 
plan for ~ocilll 5ervico2. 

Social work,r" cocl'llh II form 2 for tach of thoir &Xl-sting CUlIIi IUld for Clach 
CaM,. o,Pcn.iner ... ftel' the ha.rt of the "tudy. Thi. IiIhould bit don. a~ liIoon u f.lI.lilibl. 
a.ftor rcceiving tne 0....... If yvu prov:.uc:- iloml ll"l"Vice to Ii nel( Cllile but do not 
la!nw enough M.i)out the Calie to Clwkl II, .... ,Jrtilwhih l'.rvica pl'lI.n, lilil t: tho CI!.Sle 
(nAID", c&;WII nUlnbgr, and n".ily L:QClJbC! r lIUl·.ber) on r orlll j alld r.pol't th. lilrvice 
given I' t.~'ll liOub:ut I/. .I<'orm 2 ail soon M.2 I)oliO/ibh thlr.afhr. 

i. ntlf .Ponn 2 ghould bo F!"oyll.rod and cubd ttod whonev~r A major chilnt," ill to'1:", 
mad., uuch a.1iI cruJl'lgin.g a IIDJillUd Goti", c[langinc II. cllimt IlI.UlI OJ' IIddrelili:l, 
reeel.ving .. uliliD t. l.:ltO ,lOur ca.fllGad by tra.lu.1'Ctl' l'rolJ liLIlother project worker, 
or dl!llotine M mOlllber froUl a fUlily group WlIl.ch b,,~ be!ln tr .. a tad all II. singll) 
prim.a.ry 011ln t. UpdA to co, iau of i'ort:: 2 wnould ,"hOlI til' cu~~ id«n tifiCIi tion 
nl.'':Iber, all fiUuily mlmber numtlltrlil in th., !,I'lJllU'y client Bl'OUp, tr.a 50::ia! 
work.r number, and only the ClUUlC'OIi in other itltJU. If r'J,ortin~ the trlUla1'er 
of a cna.from another rt'o~"ct IJlilrticlplo.rlt, ghow thtl lIocial ~ork.l' numblrg of 
both workerg involved. 

-10 

J1'(JrlM 3: SOCW ... unKt;;{ ACTHITY ()!I .BE.!lALJ<' Or', CLll:NTS -300 

'l'h1g r,;.n,l oollt1c ta currctllt iI11'UI1" .. tiOll o~ ... ocial worKir ac Uvi ty rorcar(1l.l1g 
each cue, upctat.1O tho III%""!.CI JllfUl, upd.tu client statU2 "ith rewpoct to 
goalll and o..rrieNl, and ilhOlfa CIUie clo"we,"W' 

Sooial workerlil l'1tcord all client and co1liitarill Gont.ct!!, their location" tho,'.T' 
length, and thair purpO .. 1 on Fom 3. .At tha end :..f tha DeAth, l.r .• ;; racord .lIch 
client'u curr.nt condit.:.on of lif., the I;t~tu .. 0;' nch barrier, a.lld reallo.n.. for 
.:DJ cu. cloltli.cga durillE; the ju .. t-finJ.l::l!ed month. 

&"c' .. month liIocial wo.·"ara reCelove new fOrI!! .3' .. ba.u.d on previou.a1y l'.port.d Calil. 
inJ'onna tion. 

Fol"ld 1 and 2 ahould be prllpa.red thenev'!r IL cue i .. opln.d or r.o!,.n.d, anel 
8ubil1o tt.d b.for. the end 01' the month, if l,oaliibl.. It'orm 2 upda ha should be 
IIUblllittad wr,.n."ar n .. d .. d. Form 3'w, lo'hlocn ahot,ld lltr cO!Ilp1.tad continuallY, 
are dua no lat<1r thMn the 7th of the- follow~ :!lonth. N .. " client. whould b. 
writtan on ~orm 3 by n-nd. 
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PHOJECT tl,AllUtiL 

II. INSTRUCTIONS AND m:FIHI'1'IONS FOR COi,iPLE'rING 
FORNS 1, 2, nnd 3 

FORM 1: FAmLY INFOruMT1(l;1 

Idcntif~'ing and Geofranh:icH] Infor'111at:iol~ 

County of sel'vice ("Co. lI
) 

27 Hennepin 
62 Ramsey 

) 

Oase number ("case No.CII) ( . I b:l frunily nur.lber) 
Enter tho six-dieit case number \~lnc 1 rna:' c \ , , , . . 

,.' cd by thc count.y HcIfnrc agency. II: the S))3CC dcsJ.gnuted 
as •. J.gn I k 'd" . \ J.' f 'in"~ ':Cor p.o;ll~ey cusel;, omit the "Gil enter the c lec ],'1.', c. oJ" • • , 

f 
! 1 ' d" (A D or C) '\~hich ar;pcars 011 FOl'ln HCH 123 follOlung aml. y co <; " ' • 

the case nUJllber. 
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nnr~ "'J." ~on of "family" " ....... v_ 1 t constellat ion of persons 
~'he basic case uni.t is t 13 ' pel'l:on or, , n~ un j nt er-l""] ated 
whose ro,~'; -, runction';'jw. should b,? cons.J.derea 

" _",.u - - t t ' , 'l'!ms. t.here It' th dia "nostic .:u~d trc<1 mon' unu. 
whole t 10. l.s. e t" f " [1"''' U"it'. A falllilr consist.s of 
are both family and not!- D.1:J.iY c" ~IJ "a~~'ia l: or Cltbption ",ho 
tHO or more 1-'ersons. re1a~cd by ~J.. thh m ~1101~.' ;"cl.'l1ily members 
usually reside tog8t.her J.n a con:r.1CJn ous' " art 0" the 
physic~ny abser:t from the, home;. ~~~ ~~~~i~~:;~.;~~l~.P ror::J~,r 
family nre consJ.uercd 0:3 Pdrt 0 ." "-} '" l'"n' Iv r''''''nrdlt.'ss of 

, b 1 0.11" separated IrOnl ",e ..... 1." \;", • 
farnJ.ly mom ers eg ;j' , I d a" p.""t of 1 he crlgil.ol case 10' (7"r (flrsl.' crt' "...... ,. ' 
whereabouts, are no ,1.'0" t ,~ ... ive scrviceJ frolO Lhe re:pCll"ting 
Ul1it. and if they c.OrlvJ.nuc 0 1 cc~, , t 

'yare considoreJ as n separat.e case url.l. • agone , 
wherC' all person:: ),r.dic:d.,cd would be part 

Some exrunples of situations 
of the sc..rn') case Ull~t are as fol~~;';~:., "IiI h t","'orric1 adult, children. 

L /~dult marl'J.c:d couples, ii\"1.r.b ' ., .. , 

Adu'. "'J.'b)JIFS Ii'ling tCl-:(;t..h;.:r. , 2. _v '" ',' b t' f IhoM~"' living 111 a 
;3. Adult rr.&rri(;u couples. or.J or 0 n c· \ -

nurning h()IIi'~. 'child or c~d.ldl'( n. 
...... 4. A sin~le "dultland ,ad r2~'I~"1::1': mi.'101' childrcn. 

. 5. A mnrriod coup () <II. ,,' 

L ~,. , 154 , ............... ~_--...i. ~~i>~_t.. ',. ",~ .... _",.,,,,,. '''' ... ~.,~ .......... ~.' ,.U,4...,....J_b_-
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PROJECT V.ANUAL 

6. ·Persons in penal or mental institution~ and their frunilies 8R 

long as they are legally st.ill :Jal't of t.he i'a'Tli.ly. 
7. Children in foctor care ad their ori~inal f:!llIilies as 1tfng 

88 parental right-a have rlet be· '1 tC;:Jninated. 

Some examples of constellations of persons "Iho ~:ould be considered as 
than one CRse unit are: more 
L An ullYICd mother' and her child st.:"J.] )"t!sidinG ~.;ith her parents 

would be considored ag t..::L' cas· \:nit-,s • 
2. An aged couple rc::;:idinC ,d::l chi'lren Hho hflve minor children 

of their olm - this I1c.uld be \.'110 cane units. 
3. Divorced or ::'egally sepa.r[!"c.d fnf.lily hends ~I)uld he t~TO case 

units i:" both partie;. v;·el'.' still receivinG aGene:.' servir:c. 
4. Families with children Ylhcr'c part''ltal rights have been 

term:l.nated -- the far.Jily And the cbildren "/Quld be separate 
units. 

Service worker (IISt:rvic~ vlkr. lI ) 

Enter tho name and identification n'J.::1ber of tl.e service worKer 
responsiOl..: for this c:.;:;e. Five d5eits nre p0rmittedj therrdore, 
if the worker identification nUJl;bC'l' c,'ntall1s f'cHer th::.n five digit,r-, 
annex zeros at the beginning. (For eY-omple, l'rorker number 2.3 would 
be writtell aa 0(';02.3.) 

Cem,us tract, ("'Jensus tl'. II) 
From the Cc'nsUJ Track Dook, obta:D1 the troct llur:1ber curresponding 
to t.he fwnily' 5 addxass. 'fhis ir. ~ fi.)e-digit number. 

HeDidEnce (city siz~) 
Choose "t.he cooe. that corresponds to the family';, address. 

In S!:SA County (i. 0).:'\, Or,,-, , :l=~:'::>ta! H')11'!0-:-dn, C']msted r 
Run~r.c~ .... , ~~. L{;ui~j, $'-.' ·,./3Si:!.I>~~:!.1 

1. 
2. 

In city of 250,C'J::J to 500,CJJ: ~t. Paul or l,:innc'apolis 
In cit:)' of less than 250,000: <my other city in an SI·:Sfl v)Unty 

3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
s. 

Not in city limit::: 
In Llny other c:oun',v 

City of more tr.un 2,500 
City of less thau 2,500 
Farm 
Rural non-farm 
Not in l1inne50t.n 

Famll:; Comoof.it.ion 

. member number ("Fl·; :!o.") 
lily r.;pf..ber numbe~'s 01 and 

. .: hOUSOh:lld, ·respect.'i ud:y. 
arc Jequll:ced from ddest to 
number 0.3, etc. 

Last n&me, first, initinl 

02 arc used for :1,ale and fem1:lle heads 
F::>!:',ily membC:l' nCI .. bers ('or chj luren 
yOl.:q;r>st. bcgi:m:l.IIf, wit.n famiJ:1 me:nber 

Lunited to a total of 19 letters 
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PROJECT HANUAL 

Relationsh:i.p ::'0 hend of household ("Rel. HH") 
1. Child of this marriage (also child of divorced parent Hho 

has not remarried) 
Child of prcvioun marriage: 

2. of male head 
3. of female head 

Illceitirnate chUd: 
4. of male head 
5. of fC01tlie head 
6. other mlat:i.ve (exci'pt married son or daught.er) 
7. Harried son or dml!~hter 
S. Foster or substitute hend 
9. Female head 
O. Hale hcad 

Codes '7 thl'ouGh 0 appJ.;:' to the hend of the household. Code;. 1 
through b apply to the children in t.he hOll,~ehold. 'Ihe onl:.' l'xception 
is in a fo:>ter care case when bot.h the head of the househol.1 and the 
child arc coded 8. This exception silould be used or.l~' if the cnse 
'is already set up th~t wayj i.e" if the child is in long-trll'ln fo:::ter 
care ami the wCork!::r l'lho corr.pletes Fcrm 1 puts the chUd illl.! his foster 
pta'ent on the form togothcl', rather than the child and hit) natural 
parent. 

Living arrangement (flLiv. err. fl ) 
01 Nursing home (SlcU:ud nurs:U1ti hOIne; or ICF I) 
02 TD sanatorium 
03 state mental hospital 
04 f.!edical hospital 
05 }laternity hospital 
06 Board and care home for adults (iCF II) 
07 Licenc;cd boarding home for childr,)!) 
08 Adoptive horne 
09 Home of son or dau~hter 
10 Home of other relntive 
11 Home of non-relative (lnard and room, or room onJ:ri 

20 other institution providing special sen"ices 
21 111nor child not living in the household 
2.3 Military service 
24 Adult foster horne 

30 In own horne 
31 Hot knoW!) to ag(;llcy 

stntus of naturel father (''Father'') (Omit this CCJlu.lln if chlldrcn are 
not involved) 

1 Dead 
2 Incapwcitot.ed 
3 Divo~cccl or lp.gcll;r separated 
4 Sepal'ated 1.iti!cut. court decre.:: 
5 Desert.ing 
6 Not m':lrried to Plother 
7 . Imprisoned 
S Absent. for other }'c·nson 

-123 

-121, 

-12~ 

; ", . 9 In hv;ne- not inctlp::citated 156 
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PRO-JEeT IW:UH • 

Race and Sey. ( ''RB'') 

White Necro Indian otber Unknown 
Hale I 1 2 3 4 0 ",' 
Female: 5 6 7 8 ,9 

Years of schooling ("Yrs. sch. II) (Unit.. for ch Lldrcn f:till in seho01) 
01-12 Grados 1-12 
13 Freshman YGf.ir in coll\.!ge or first. yem' of vocatiOl!U1 sehrlol 
l.i~ Sophomore year in college or second Yl. :u' 0 r vocati.onal !,ehool 
15 Junio)' year 
16 Senior year 
17 Gradu~tc, or post-graduate studies 

Birthdnte -- month, day, year 
2 digits, 2 digits, 3 digits. Example: ~:arch 7, l139S = 03 07 89S 

Action (DnteJJ_) 

1 Start.: Case is already in the case lend on'i thiB form is beinrr 
comrJlotcd in order to get the informat ,;,on :i nLo tho pro,;c.ct.. 0 

2 New: Services are being provided tv tlJi3 f1:lIr.ily for the firnt 
time. 

3 nC1Vp·m: Cl3..cnt hns received sc:rdt!cs \\'lieh vere ierminntcd, flnd 
nmlr Ecrvicc5 I'J.r'C being initiat,td ut"clin. 

4 A:4a. informai.,;;'on: For ndding illft)l'l.l1:ltinr1 to that \:11ich bas 
Pl'h.i.ous1y been l'~port.ed. 

5 Correct information: For correcting erronOClU3 ini'orllwtion, ('1' 

for updating information prevlou~ly reportod. 
6 I~ow pIan: Do not use this response on Forr,} 1. It is i.1lended for 

use on Form 2. 
7 N(·tl eventual goal: Do not une this rCSpOll:3C on Form 1. It is 

intended for use or Fonn 2. 
8 Jnfo~'rnotion and referrnl only: Use this' if I & n service-:..; are the 

only ~lcrviccs bci:~13 given. 
9 Close: Use this code on.ly if the entire fomUy rose in beins clot"L·u. 
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r"uJr.:CT hANUAL _______ ..J,(!!R::.ov!..:~::;:' w:..:'o~d:....:.:A.t:;pr:-...:~:.::'l~1:..J.,-=.1;l .... 7u3::..o)i- _________________ _ 

FlJi<J'Ij 2: ItlFO:(hJ!.'l'lvN .c\DiJUT lltll',i1HY ~Lill'lT (So. 1-200) 

Coullty of Ii.rlfieo ("Co.") 
21 HOWlopin 
62 Rilmaey 

-200 

-210 

-211 

Cue numbor ("ellS. No. C") -212 
Enter tho aix-<iigit CllSO number 61.alOilJ1l1d by tho county wolfll.ro Il.t"oncy. In thli 
apace dos~glliited rIC", onhr th& chllck digit, if any. It'or t1llllUioy c.tie., omit tho 
fA!!lily code (A, H, or C) wnieh a)Jp"OLra 011 l<'ornJ j{~n 125 following ille eat:e numtler. 

Family 1~t name -2l} 
Bntor thl) IiUrn&Jl1C1 of the head of tho fll.Ulily. AlilO, if thlt primary client (dofioQd 
below) ha.a a differ>2ot surnllDC, writ'.> his surnlUDa in thia spaco. 

CrOIi~-rof.renco -214 
Leavo thii apaco blank unloas thore i~ a clos~ly rolatCld c~so to which it would 
be helpful to orcas-reference thia form. In that event, entor tJle t!ASe numbor 
of tho related caso h&~ •• 

Servico Iolorker no. -215 
J;.:l1ter +he identific1.l. tion ntlIllbor of the we ~vice worker rQaronsible for tbis CallI!!. 
1<'i\"3 digit;; ara p~I1'.li.thdj tberGlforc, ~f the worker identir~ca.twu number oon-
taiD:k! fentor tho.n fivct dit..it9., &.nIla%. zeros at tho beginning. 

Primary CU'l/utlli addross (Ham!,!II:Y may mmit this) -216 
Eo ter tho litreot nUlllbc.r and "tn. t nwmc. ~ GlM.xiroUL1 of J.-J chaructalrlO), ei ty and 
stntG: (19 chll.rachrli), !l1ld zip coue (5 ait..;.~a) of tile pllil.c~ ill which thlt pri.!nary 
cli9nt 18 living. 

COllg".('QlillJiollml distdct ("Cong.") 
Bnter tho CongrosaioWll c~,strict in which tho }lrimlr.ry clioat liVlllfO. 

:; Anoka:. County or Guburb6U1 !lermepin County 
4 Ramuoy County or w&8hington County 
5 C1 ty of lolinnGllt.polis 

informAtion about Primary Clilant, Servicob:lifij"bility 

.,.217 

-220 

Applicatiol1 d.t. (Boat guolOa) -221 
&It.r the dlth on tho AH)lication for Soc:',al ~.rvico which iw tho otartillB point 
of thiu urvic. OaJilO. 

Accoptanc. date ~Vm1t if not readily avai1;l.010)· -222 
;..:nt.r tho dll t. on which tho doci£:ioll w¥.; :nadm to aec.~lt tho (j.rvi~e applicatll.ll. 
(PrObably &i<.Dle &Ii II.pplica tion date 1n mo.t iJu;tlUlce~.) 
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PHI,;JI':CT i'.A/:UAL 

Client(lI) incluaed in the ca:.. liho~m on tlli" form 
Indicate wn.t.tl.r the priw:.ry clillUt ilil to b. an inc.~vidual Ilu:.llt, kll iadividtlli.l 
chilu, or lot f..wily group • 

Ugually tile prim.,ry client will b. oIle jJer~on wl10 hail aprlied 1'''1' :.:ervice or hltil 
h:.d I.U "Pllli~lI.t:LOn filed fer him (lUI l.n tile ca:.:. of 101 chilu or m.·nt.lly dillllbhd 
pllrllvn). A i'IUDiIy ~rollp llay be tre6lted a:.: Ii primary client. if 10.11 ita momber!> 
hllve the UIC!I<t barriera, tite Ii:IUllO lIorvice t:0alll, and .n to be: prov idud Iweiul 
uerviC.1I und.,r the i1/.1Jll1I servie!) pIaJl, \1,101' in&to.ncc, a eroup of childr&n frol!) 
one fal.1ily all receivlll(.; protllctive sIPrvic.,1I for nt-glect mi{!.ht be treated alil OOIt 

1,rimary clieh', providillt; tllty were 10111 receivl.l1C t!.e: :.1an," &ervic<:s.) 

11' at Illl pCIIl>ible, avoid Ullin/; II group of pergonli a~ II. lJl·iJ.,ary c.:li.,nt. Use oj' a 
i1op.rl(t. Yom 2 fvr ench indLvidulll is much better, t'ven hlH!T1 the: ;;:.un. f,oals ... nd 
pb,n al,ply to ILll. 1"01''' givon family, do not IIho,·. more tlli.<n on" ICul ti-porson 
croup as I/. I rl.lDIU'y clillnt. Al.;o, do not ;:;how any lamily rue,.,ber (m l~orCl thlUl unct 
i'orm 2 (Le., do lIot Ghow I< ch1.1Cl as: ... n inrll.v~d~l jJr.lDIIU'Y c.:li"nt 011 on. Jo'ona 2 . 

and II.G II. plI.rt. of a fll.!nily {S'l'OUp on another 1-'orm 2.) 

R.II.~on for rejection 
If the Slctrvlce o.j'pliclitlOll wa,,; ruJ~r::lllu, cJ.rclo one. of the eodag to tell why. 
1 Not livJ.lJg :1.0 county. A,pliclI.I1t h"d wrong Well'lUCl dep.,rtu:ent. 
2 Not eliGible. 
3 Del1ir.d ,,"rvice not II.v.illiol .. from lI.t3ency, 1ol11d tl:e ag~noy r8jQL:tu the II.pplication 

rathor thll.Jl re1'''r the ki'pliclI.J1t to kIlothor prOViMl' of sc:rvic&IO while keet.luC U,e 
ca.;., OpOIl. 

4 $ervioe Uu",lrea not II.vloliJ.lI.ble in CO~l:lh,,lJlity. 

5 d.rvicelol offered rClfula4!d by client. 
6 utILeI'. Sp.:eify. 

Primary cll.ont(u) 
i'c)llO"'lnl3 tlliu hCll.d.l.ne; tiler. kr.; Dover.l "u8IOtionli. l'ill 111 anG, ... rll for oach 
pe1'so!] for whom you entltl' II faDlily mlr Of!:r numuer (e .• .!). l.>o not put ir more I,!lan 
01111 fl<Jaily ror:,lber nuwbfir unles;:u you iUJ.!.clI tad "r'II.:t1J IJ" in :';'. :tior. 11-225 above. 
!lote ttle c.u Lions HI tl ... t "'lIct.l.OlI. 

n.li1th II t .. tUIi ("IU th") 
I(!!lcorn your judgment oJ:' th" l'r.l_UoIry clieut'!l htd til .:Jtatu:.o lJy wrJ. L11I~ one of 
the codo~ f:lvon bolo'l in Lt •• },ol"oper box. Us. <:.lCcelh·nt 0l.1.l1 l;Qod J or penlon. for 
whom no co.rl'ect.iv. med""::ll Ok1'411 is nt:fto<>d .ud I,no id'l" !lot unoer :.I doetor'lI C.,I·C. 
1 ~.x(!oll.n t 
2 Good 
3 ~'air 
4 Poor 
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PROJECT !·:AN1JAL ReviaGd 12/12 ------_._-"!.--. 

Under doctor's care ("01'") 
Codes are printed Ilcar the riGht-hand side of thc! f01T.I. Hrito 
the code in the proper space. _ 
1 Ye". Usc thin anSHer only' if the ~ndividunl ]':S.!.~,£).:.l.1 foeCR n 

p}W~;ici3J) for Gome purposo other i ~ :m l'1'evcnL:i v(> cll"d:-ups. 
2 No 

Spouse in home (IISplt) 
Ccde~ are printed ncar the ri,::ht.-homl r;idc of the forr;l. 
1 Yes. This cliont tll1d his or !J('l' " ouse l:i.ve tog"tlt,.!·. 
2 }~o. This cliellt. hM'; a spouse but ,htlY Ol'O nolo livil:' l,nd81' 

the same roof. This Hlny m(::m that Lhey ~:re sc:purat.c:d or it 
may mer...:.) 't.hct t.he tPJou::;p i:; :in an :·,,,·sLituLiOI!. 

3 No spouse (Usc for ch:i.ltl or for sil.:;lc HidOl"ed, or (UVOl'CCU 
adult) 

4 Inapplicable. U::;e this coue ii' th\ cli(-,l1t is in an insti1.ut:i.on 
or in cOlrununitJ·,bnSGd care l'tlther ~ lJ~n .in a borne. 

SociaJ. Secnrity m:mbcr 
Entcr t.he SS:\ a\!ccunt number of the c}ient, if I'uod:i.ly l1Vail!lble. 

Basis of eligibility for fcderaJ.ly-matchabJ.e service 
Bcmeath th:i.s hear..!.ing nrc.' h.-o questions. I~~. comb~.not~:?r:;!, ~hC' ans,,/ors 
to these (T,:~ ~;tj.on3 1ii1l 3i1o',,, \':heth.;~' t.he (;".:l.€:nt :!.s cl::.g.LD]c .::;:101' 
'j'it.lc: IV-A (,1' u:1(i3r 0,',0 oi' t,hc adul ..... (!f,ter;:Jric.:1 for suc:inl ~,d·"':i.C(·~: 
pa:-'ti:llly Yl:.:i.d fm' with f(:';(ie1'nJ. funds. -

-226 
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Recipiency status. Circlc onG of t.he codes. \ 
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2 

:3 

Current. Cu1')'cntJ.y 1'ccei vinG, or currently oligible for 01,A, AFDC, 
AB, L,erMA. . 
FOl·mer. ;la5 rel .. ~i',rcd OAA, AFDC, l,l3, pr AD ,,;ilhin tilC ,r,'v.i.ous tyro 
years, and n:ects c;t;:dard in j'ub~ ~.c \'Io}:'(;.1'C 1 jllllual V-2321. 
Potential. Li~:clJ" t.o bs ~ligibl.:.: :01' OA/I., Id"OC, AB, or /dl I/it.h:i.n 
five years, and meets standards in I-'~/M "'-2';21-
None of these. 

Assis tanco category ("Asst. cateGa1':Y") 

A person currently receiving GR or Child H€.'lfare Assist.ance, b1.:.t I.-h,) 
is a former or pctentinJ. rc:cip~e:-.t of fcdercll~I-I~otdl(,d assj ::t.1ncc, 
:>hould be coded a(!cordill~ to the (!c'~(':pry of f'L!(:cral a;:;siSL(': C!tl. ':':·,us,.~ 
persnn cUl'!'<'ntly receiving GR but me ,)ting the definition of ,1 }Jotedici1 
OM recipicmt, should be coded 1 in this qucf>tiolJ and .3 ill tit,; !Jl'eccdinV; 
q~e:;tion. ' 

1 
2 
:3 
1; 

OM 
AFDC (rc-Clllar 
AFDC-Vi" (A?[~::; 
1.FDC-l'C (lIFLC 

5 AD 
6 AD 

AFDG) 
['01' cld.J.u1'on of U1::':l1p) o~'ed fath~~1's) 
lor chllw'cn in 1'(>5::'<)1' CUl't~) 

7 Dnere •. ~.:::st. (F.me)'f,eJ.c.1 As;,istunt'~:) 
B KI. lSincCt this iil n~t printed en the, fer., pl."",. 
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Bada of Jlon-cl1i!p.bility for l'oderallY-illw.tchabl. IOorvic. . 
If the cliont iu not elicibl. for foderallY-iIlli. tCMolo liIernce (1. e., if you 
marked "nono" UB.der "rec~p~oncy IItatus") answor this queliltioa to IOnow what kind 
of aJillililolt61.IICIt hQ currently receivos. 
1 <.a 
2 CW Heliof (Child Welfare Assi~tance) 
3 None of thoso 

Date to Chld (Ramaey m.a,y omit. Htmnepin IIhould racord best gucss.) 
Entu th& dll.to on .... hich tHO caLle W(lS aBliigned to a field worker. 

LJiopoAit.lon (HIUIl:.ey may omit) 
If tn. CIU10 is boirg clol3f11d at this pOlot, ontor cne of the follow.Ltlg codu: 
01 Sorvice completed 
03 Death 
05 Hoved 
07 Voluntary withdrawal 
09 Furthor ~crvico fut.Llo 
11 !goncy un~blo to prov~dt Q~rvic. 
13 ,Aeoncy Ilorvic. not indlclolt"d 
15 Servico glvo~ by aDotnor a~~ncy 
1'{ Cr<ro IJ..\Jwulllod by paront", or rola tivof' 
19 Could Qfllf-mllin tllining 
21 Child adopted 

froblemo, Goal,. 

-227 

-228 

-229 

-230 

-231 Special ur~aa , 
Thiu ill A mi.lCel11m80UU llu t of types of cases. Clrch th<t codoa for all tha t /U'() 

applicQbllt to tho prim.Lry client currently. (l!ennl!l~in: U"1t 1.1£ '..:irclo-;t'o indicato 
the moot important ono.) 
01 Will 
02 Voc~tlon~l H6habili\ktion. (''urrently receivl.flg liulrviceil, or biting reforrgd 

for uuch ~'rvicQs. 
03 Othor vocational services 
04 Unwed par~nt. A currant problem, not a pAgt event. 
05 MiGr4Jlt workur 
06 M.ntally rotuded. 
07 Drug addiction 
08 Alcohol ~ddiction 

DiaGnosed by a pI :;foasional cocPQtent to mlolKe iluch a dill.gnoi>iil. 

a) Juvonile dolinquency 
10 ~dor1y (60 y.aro or older) 
11 Mentally ill 
12 Phyuical1y diDublod 
1:5 Visually hw:ullcapped 
14 Marital uiocord 
1, State wu-d (either cOI!l!l,ithd lUI del,eudent/ll5e;lectcd or al; reti.Idltd) 
1b Protection: voluntkl'Y' May apply tv kJl adult c.1' a child. 
17 Protection: involullt.W.1Y. ~"'y apvly to an adult or a cluld. 
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.... P_H",OJ;;.l!.:=;'G;.;'T:;....:.N=ANU.:;;;A.='" _______ :l.:(H~.:.:v:.::i:.:::s"d April 1, lll) 

Degre. of dop •• d •• cy oa fi.aacil.1 asgista.co -252.1 
." of totd income tIll .. t is financill.l aillis tance: (Dilil1't'g'.trd MA and food s tiUllpU) 
o None. Client is not d~peud~mt upon financial aDilil.lt.ancc provided lJy th~ .gancy. 
1 A.li8istance coniti tutu 1/" to 25;.> of tho cliG'llt'ii totw.l incolDe. 
2 Aailistanco co~titutolil 26% to 50i~ of his tot~l income. 
3 /Ullillstu.ce COll.stitutcll 51;.b to 7';,IJ of his total il1co;;)o. 
4 Aa~i~tRACO con8titutG~ 76~ to 99/~ of his total income. 
5 Clillo t' s en tire i1.col;]o consi" tli of fiu,.l1cial D.oliiil tw.nce provided by tho agoncy. 

Employmo.at 
1 elioat i8 employed full time 
2 Client is employed rart til.1. 
3 Client hAg II..nothor type of employmlt(Jt, such ilS on-tIle-jnb trltinint" public 

liIervice employment 
4 Cli.At iii not no .. oc.~)loyj<d, but hit:.; cOJ;lpltttod trllilli'lg and is job-rollldy 

'.5 ClioAt is UIldert;;oint:, jot) trailting, o(Ild i:.; not oOlploYlld 
6 Client ilil UIlII:nployod but aule to 1'101''':, il1d ROIlt! of twa nbovo codos apply 
7 Client ilil lL'lomploYIl:Jlo uut: t.o iuclLpll.ci ty, a~lI, childI'1l1L itl 110me, OlilldltoRli, 

or other l"gally prescribed iii taJ~l'lf.rd (includtl~ chilul'ftn) 

-232.2 

LovIl of functiOning -2j2.3 
1 Cliont requirfllil intaul>ivo, imm«:di.te service I) to prt!vont serious n.gl~ct 

or abu::;$ tlw.t may lead to cieath . 
2 Cli~nt nquires lIervicoa to maintain Curl'0!lt style of liviJI/S. ,.ithout such 

aervic~1il thill'll! coule be Devor~ co.lsoquencee; a.ll oJ. hrnatJves aro W\4ttl'activo. 
3 Client rcquircliJ servicils only inturrnittontly to doal with !Jarticullllr situation£! 

as tlloy arise. 'l'hill i" not lOliL-iurm on-goiJl,,; service. 
4 Olion t requires no ile,rviceil. 

LiviJag situatioa -2:;2.4 
If code 4, 5. or 6 if; lliH'.~, tlriu C'SI~ of tIle l~tter& A-H immediately following 
it, to ailo" typo of fw.ciUty. (.:::oe -2)2.41.) ::iial1larly, if co,'.' 7,8, or 91c 
used, :t.t ~hould bill i:rul·.dill. tdy follo ... ,zd by the lottor j", P, 01' J{. (::>.0 -252.42.) 
1 (Home) Cli.,. t CG fUActioJl indo l'*ll.tiently ,Ii thin the nom.. POl' childrClJl, 

thia meilAJi functiojline itt a levltl :..).propriw. t. for their age. 
2 (Home) Clie,.t is fiot totiUly ind(; .• ftlldut, ou I, roquires ao",!!: care from an in­

dividuiU. aad/ or iiOCllI.l ~.r';ices to remaiu ill the hOf:"I¢. 1"01' cni1drell, trait; mOlillS 
fu.ctioni.a.e at .. h$~-thll.ll-l'.<orw;.l hvlll for tl,eir R/:i,'" 

:; (Homo) Cli.at i&l totally depend~Jlt. UpOR ~ ir.odividu;Ll ilnd/or sOClal i~rvicOii J.n 

order to rernilia in tne hOIl,e. r'or childrlul, tr:i~ mc60.us tot .. l dlllpendoncy. (A 
Ilormw.l newborn child iii coded 1, !lot 3.) 

4 (COlI1IJlUllity-bwo.d cl<re) Luve!> ttl. facility l'~bularly (e.g., dd1y) for a 
period of ti::le U1Iilupervi"ed. 

5 (Community-bll.ilod care) Uliont carl have facility occlIIsioniU.ly, but u.suillly 
aoedlil lIome iiuporvisloe. 

6 (ColI1IJlunity-b ... l>cd c;.r~) CliQlII.t is com·plt·tdy dopend"nt on st ... ff llupu'ViD.lOn. 
7 (I:aatitutionkl care) ::;ti1.blg arriLR/.eOle/';. 
8 (lastitutL·cal clol.ro) Arl' ... nge;ncl,t l.:'; in th" ! rocelas of becou.ir\£ stabilized. 
9 (Ia",tittltionll.l care) Un.t~b1e arl'llIl.;emcc.t. 

/ 
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________ ~p~rl~OJ~~~G~T~~~~~~~UAL~ __________ ~(R~e~v~i~so~d!~A~pr~i~1~1~,~lL97~3U) ______________________________ ~~~ 

Oonditioa of life 
Goal/;; are to be e" tabliwhad for each primary client with rs:ilpoct to four dimon­
aio." of bohavior:dogr .. of depeltdol<cy, omployment, level of functioninc; (1.0., 

-232 . .., 
j 

tho ox. tOil t of l1o"d for sociAl liIel'Vico" j, II.lId liv~llg situation. A rating Ileale 
haa be.a devoloped for each of theue dimensions, and the client is rated accord­
ing to the uHuntion at three pointll in time: at intake (omit if the iufonnlltioA 
is bard to find), et th., time when you are filling out J.o'orm 2 ("at IUlSelll>men til), 
and at SlOme ft:tllre dnte to "hoI{ tho hop~d-for liitw;.t;ion. ::lince the first two of 
theoe pointo in tlm" refel' to tl,e pll.lilt or the prClsClllt, the title Gondition of Life 
ill UQQd OJ< the fonn, rather thlUl. tho title Goals. 

111 the IiIpllce labolled "At Intake," write tn" intake date IUld the nd;illg coos for 
nch dimouoion. (You mlly wkip thilil question if the informlottioll il.. li •. ,d to fwd.) 
tInder "At AllIlOBb:ment," ... rit., tho rlltint,; eode2 that C1.scrib~ tho current liitWttiolO 
(i.e., the [lituation at tll't t:ilJe of iUi;OQ;;ls:nent). Under "lJeiired Uoal," show tha 
<;ol1s for this client aJld your .stim"t. of th. dl:it(!l on which you u.pect the client 
to a ttailt this cODloina tion of goala. 

Siaee the pr.flont voraiOli of Fol".n 2 does not mak. IOI,ocilic provisicn for rocordug 
CA/iI$ statua in t.rms of four ~.parat. d~.n~ions, pltaso lirito th~ four cod.s on. 
aftor tha other, k •• piut: them in th, order in · ... hich they IlrO) IlQID~d above. You mAY 

... i 

, 
.. ·1 

t 

J 

.i 

Wie COmmAU;J or dlWhes to :>iparli.t.. thtirn, but thili i:.: not mli.I1dll.tory. l!'or eXR.!Dplo, . 
if th. goal i>.l to milk. the client econol,licru.ly solf -!;ufficicnt, Ii.!. rlell all indepellld80nt .; 
of sociAl liIervices, thll ~oal will be ~ho,.n 1I.S f01101iS: 0141. 

If the "livinc lOitu ... tion" dimonsiotl involvon eitller community-basod cure or 
inllti tutional care, u addi tiond code i~ roqu~red to lihor: the type of facih iy. 
(::l •• -232.4, -2)2.41, Qnd -2)2.42.) 

If th. ClI.liHt will hllve DIiVe-I'a! gtagcs, !>tllt. your fi1'::;t major obj .. ctive in th. 
"Desir.d Go:.l" Iip~C., rRtll~r tnan thC'l ul tiIo .. te !!oal for tile cliGllt. J!'or uliltlUlce, 
if .:df-t.luj po.-t i::; tho ultl.IIl .. te ~al but cC'lrtk.~n fk.mily proulClIll.S UlUtlt bo solvod bo1'oro '; 
th. oli.nt clI.n turn hoI' .w.teenh"·1 to pr('JllOr.d;'ion for IZrnploymoot, lltillto finlt w. t:oal . , 
oalling for uprOVQeClalt ~n level of fWJctioninl." or living 2i tl':.-tioll. 'I'lleo, wll.n 

. , thia ilil • tlainod, llIodi1'j t[le c.w.sowork phm and CIlIlI!t;tI the Loal~, rlt port~z:g the 
changes on .. !Jup!-,lflmellt.w.l r'orm 2. d 
::lub-L,'o.r.ls (like 4 01, the eC1ploj'Ul~nt scw.l,,) mlt.y b~ u:.ll:ld ali your 1J~';l.red Goal i1' they 
will tak. COCluidel'Able time to,&l.ttain. .out you IOhollld h.sitate uefore you choos. thee. 

You mllY program .. JJesirlrd Goal .adch ItPJH,UIiJ to be poor.r thu th. col'tditiol1 at 
aa.e~smoRt if the client canuot be "tabiliz.d ~n .. lese-de~ondent conditlon. ThUlil, 
a olient wiU. Huntington's Chona mi~ht et;tor urvice all fully ~elf-supr)ortille:., but 
hi" ultima t. ilervice eoal will bo tenniuwl mainttUlltnce ill a mnt .. l hosl'~ tal or 
succelihlful jJlil.c.mellt in Ii. nursinc ho~\ •• 
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(Rovised April 1 , 1973) 

Type Of. communi ty-b4lled care facili ty 
A Half-wlt.y houtio 
B Maternity hom~ 
C FOlrlter home for children, youth, or Itdults 
D Group home for children, youth, or Iotdults 
E Home for omot.iolla11y disturbod chilJrllln or adults 
F Skilled aur~~ng home 

. ~ .. 

G Home for tho Ilgod ("Board ~l".ld carw" homo: Le.F. 11) 
H Intarmudiato care i'ltciht.y (botwE;-en "liI«ilhd Ilur!;ing nomo" w.nd "board h..'ld 

carll homo": l' C .1<'. 1) 
J Resid .. n tial fostor caro itl!;ti tu I.io!. for children 
K Rouidentiul VOC!1 tio/!al rotaabili ;.0(\ ~Ull CIIJ! tllr 
L RosidoRtiiU school for blind or d.k.!' 
M Detoatiol1. homel for childrOll or youth 

-2,52.41 

TYPe of iRstitutio. -232.42 
N astitutiol!l for th. severely r.:entOtlly retardlli 
P Nodicloll hospital for the chroll~cally ill 
R H .. tal hospital 

Client/a~ .. ncy Rt::rctement om Co.ls, Darriers, de;adlina and l,ropo:>fld servicCBi -233 
~1<I.rk "Yea" if at thea b.~inr.inc:: or oe:rvice you have eXplained the :>orvicoll of the 
.w.e.0IlCY to tho client, if you hltva e~VCf! t ~ clunt :..n opJortunity to o.CCt:lpt or 
rttject liI4Irv:ieos, if you h ... vo develojed lor. :;orvica pI 11.1; .;ith clc~rly l.Itatcd goals 
&ltd IUl ostirr. .. to of time needen to Qtto.in tl)ose Loal:;, ruld it' you anti the cllollt 
1Iav:. 8£.,'T"ed Oll the sorvice plan, goal!;, b .. rrior:.:, .lId tirno taolo--I.11 of these. 
Otherwililo, mark "No". 

l,llll'rioraf Suvicc PlII.R -240 
Bi.rrililrfJ ar~ problema that pr~vont till;! attainment of thl) d~:;irllld /"'116. Tile 
iervico plf.t.Q. show~ which l.lervico!,l w~ll be dir0ctad "-i.,kinst each tJlU'l.or, and 
should bo based UjJO!l. workor.:--clir.n t a&'1·uCiQlJlt. 1i~t tnlZ barriora in thQir order 
of importlii.Jl.clt, then lil.Ot i.:I. sorv~c.s uext to the traL'l'iors tl:Ci!y ~r~ maiuly 
directed acaiA.t. 

Barriori (Disrot;ard cod* Jl,Il:;1Oers prilltwtl 011 form.) -241 
10 Personal proble::la, includillg­

Psychological depoAdency 
Deliaquftncy problem!; 
Iu.bili ty of individulU or family to IIccept hl<llciicappinL, coadi tio». 
Isolation, 10li11i1 of lioei&l contact 
F~ly aRU iadividual uagntive attitudeu toward cOmClURit.y-based or institlltiomal Cllro 
Iaad_quo. te iD tcrporilollw.l IIldjU3 tmtm t 
Alcohol/drug abuse 

20 }o'a.mily problems, incluaing-
Births out of wedloc,: lind; or unWOl.~ t.d progIll1..:leiul 
r~rital or family prob\em!; 
Child behavior lJroblemw 
}'amily :nel~b.l·' II illnc9::J or llood for cllre 
Pote.atiai 01' actual abu~. or neglect 
LaCk of Knowl.dt:;. ill 1';,r_ll tal fw.:~ t~olaing 
lAad.qu .. t. hoc a .i.lld f:aL.iily r,J;,nag.:;)~ II t 

30 Need for tralaing or educa Uon, ~/lduding-­
laad.quato .ducw.tioa or train~ng 
~ployw.ut-relillted disabilitus not. listed eltoa.:nne 

(Coatillu.s) 
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40 Need for advocacy, 
Lack of child care 
Lack of trlUUlportatioll 
Lack. of informatioa about commuaity re:;ourCe/i 
Dillcriminatioa 
Laok of jobu 
Lack of lOGAl aid 
Lack of oducatiolUll, recreatioaal, or cultural opportUJlitioa 
Digoriminatory admiullion policies 
I.adequate Rcr~.RiMe, Q&Doi9maat, or roforral proc~durw~ 
Lack of commun~ty AnareROSS concern~u~ sorvice noeds 

50 PhYBicAl disab~litio., iacludiRg-­
H~dicappi.g offects of bliadn6sg 
Otho.r physicAl disll.oili tiC/a 

60 Mubl disabili tin 
70 In.da.qu. to living arra,H£l'$mnts, including..,.. 

Iaad"quol h hOUGlJ),g 
He.zardolUl 1iviag e.rralJcwl1lontg 

80 Othtr 

Service. pls.nod 
~.rvic.iI' uct thoir Cvdoi aro listod or, tn. back of r'orm 2. Do aot use 
aarvice 110 (Dev.lopmoutal Services) or 120 (Bducat~oAal ~orvico:;) au a roportiAg 
codl. ~,11C190 .. ro for futuro u.-o. 

Do aot l"Ojlort InGdical C"'1'w Uolun Tit16 .UX (Nedicttl J\Rsiotunco) ;'1. il socitu 
a.rvico UAdar code 160. ~ocill1 liIervico 160 (Servic.1> Robted to Hauth Nc:ods) 
refors to the ilGlrvicu till/. t tho uocil11 worker provides 'Ihet! ho dlnl1 cliutll 
to hlal th problC1JDiI, htlplil th"m to Wldoru tUld the :l!lPortaaco of ge t tiJag l1r>.Ipor 
hn.]. th OI..J.'., bolps t!~.m 1£- t tra.a"pol'ta tion to a heal th-clI,r. facili t.\', ~Dd othmr 
rllated urvicQFJ l.QC1Uctl.lll; putllh hlli.l th r.urging urvicu funded I-.ith fwdorlil 
liIocill.l Dorvi0ea mORey. 
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PROJECT MANUAL (Revised December 18, 1972) 

Ilethod 

Write in one of the codes gi"fon below to show t.he method by which the 
serTies will be provided. 

Code 4 (purchase) overrides all others. If code 4 doesn't apply at all t 
try code 5 (referral to another agency) to see if it applies. If not, 
ask whether code ~ (provision by another employee of the county welfare 
depa~tment) fits. If none of these codes fit, write in code 2 (provision 
by Bocial worker--you). 

You will spend some of your own time for services provided mainly by 
methods ~, 4, or 5. The time you contribute liill show up in your activity 
reports on Form ~. 

Codes 6, 7, and 8 are for later use to report deletions from the serrice 
plan. 

Yethod Codes 

Agency 

2 • Provision by social workor--you. Wrjte in this code if you (the, 
worker whoBe number appears on the fl)rm) expect to providi!l this 
~ervice yourself without substantial help from other staff people 
of your agency and wi thc,ut the use of resources from other agencies. 

3 • Provision by another employee of the county elfure department. 

4 • 

Use this code if the service will be provided by another employo~ 
of the social services division of yoUX' agency. Neither financial 
nor medical assistal'lCe is a social service. 'l'hsrefore, 11. simplo 
referral from the social worker to the financial assistance wor­
ker will not appear at allan Form 2. If the social worker plana 
to provide "serv>~ea :;·elated. to health needs," (service # 160) 
the appropriate code will usually be method 2. Uethod, would 
apply to public health nursillg services provided by county ~el­
fare department staff. The same services provided by a county 
nur:;ing hoard would 1,~) coded as method 4 or met.hod 5. 
Purchase. Use this code if ar~ substaniial portinu of the service 
is purchased. But note that care in a foater flUl.il,1 hCime is 110t 
treated here as a social service. The social worker ~xovides 
a sooial service (by method 2) when he arranges to place a 
child i~ foster care and when he gives continuing supervision 
of the placement • 

5 - Referral to another agency. Use this code if the other agency 
is to provide the service at' no cost to your agency. 

6 - SerTice deleted because not available from your agency. 

7 - Service deleted because not available from your cou~unity. 

8 a Service deleted for other reasons (state them). 

If yoU reported a service to be delivered by method 4 or method 5, 
enter the code for agency type in the "~pe" box on the BWI'e line 
as that service~ See the reference chart of' codes on the next page. 

Enter the name of the agency you intend to refer the client to in tho 
"Name" box on the same line a.a the service. 

Ignore the words ",If Purchaosd" on the form. 
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REFEHENCE CHART Of' SOCIAL SERVICE AGE1;CIES 

phild Care Providers: 

Day-care center/nursery school. • • 05 

Frunily day care home. • • • • • • • 07 

Voluntary child-caring agency 01 

[Fost(~r family home for children l3J 

[Group homel l5J 

OEO •••• ,. . .. . . . . .11 

Sununer camp I. • • • • 08 

Tempor.ary holding facility ••••• 19 
Delinquent children, public in-

stitution for I. • • • • • 20 

Delinquent chill:;en, voluntary ••• 
institntion for • • • • • •• 23 

nis~led [01 !"sonn L Aqb."\ci~~~~~ 
Scrv~ces for: 

Department of Public Welf.,re, e. g •• 
Services for the Blind, ~rippl~d 
Childr'ell's Services: • • • •• CI~ 

Institi.i.c.ioM for the physically 
handicapped • • • • • • • • • 21 

Voluntary inntitur.::'ons for the 
retarded or handicapped • •• 24 

[Foste:r ('"llllily home for adults:. ]4J 

Homemaker/home-Iwalth-aide ef:,'; "lcy 
(if singlG-p\~rpose agency):. •• 291! 

Home-delivered meals licenseo:. 30* 
10 LocE.l ScilOol System s. • • • 

Vocational Rehabilitation:. . . . . 09 
Manpower Services or other emp~Lvy­

ment f'cl'vice other than 
Vo(,ational Rehab:i.litation: •••• 36 

Business finns providing a service 
not ceded elsewhere, e.g., 
l!andicaps f. • • • • • • • • • • • 35 

i"um2~('l9 and Individuals , Agenciel! 
l'rovidlnt~ ~crviccs for: 

Family servic~ ap,ency:. 

Big Brothers, Bir, Si$ters:. 

Local School System: •••• 

02 

10 

31* '1'Iltorial Program: ••••• 

Pri.v(tte phys;\cit.l' rr(wldine 
family planni')E, tier'lice:. • • • • 33 

Hatcrnity shf:.lte!':. , ••• • 25 
HOlucmaker/hume-hcalth aide {Ieency:" 29 * 

Homr,..deli"lercd meals 'licensee: •• 30* 
Mental Health Services Providers: 

Area mental health/retardation 
board:. • • • • • • • 03 

State mental hospital:. • • •• 17 
Half-way house: • • • • • • •• 18 

[Foster family home for adults:. l4J 

Voluntary institu Lion for emo-
tionally disturbed children:. 22 

Psychologist, ;sychiatrist, or 
agency providing psychological 
service, other than area board: 32 

Vocational Rehabilitations •••• 09 

Mental Hetal'dation Services Providers: 

Area mental health/retardation 
board:. . . . . • • . • 03 

State institution for the 
retarded: • • • • • •• 38 

Day activity cen:'er:. • • 06 

[Foster family-home fur adults:. 14J 

Voluntary in:;titutio, for the 
~etarded or handicapped: •••• 24 

Vocational Rehabilitation t. • • • 09 

Lo~al school system:" • • • • • • ~.O 

Psychologist, psychiatrist, or 
agency providing psychological 
service, othel' tl1l'n area boards 32 

. c t.her Sources of Social Services: 

OE0:. • ••• • • c- • • • .11 

Hodel. Cities, Pilot Neighbor:;oodl 12 

Legal Aid:. • • • • • • • • 26 

Count,y Attorney:. • 27 
Court (for use with service 070 

only) :. . . • . . . • . . . . • 39 
11anpo;wr Services or other emp-

10;)1~ellt agency other than 
Vocational Rehabilitation: ••• 3~ 

Other county or state welfare dspt 37 

Other licensed voJ.untary non-
pro:it, o.:oganizat..ionr. • • 34 

Othel' govt. facility: • • • • •• 110 

Business finn providing a service 
nof~ coded elsewhere, e.g., 

... 
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Examples of aerdoe/method/agency combinations -245 

The following examples may clarify the use of service, method, and 
agency codes. 

J4edical care 

If a cliont goes to University HospHa1s, to a general ui.lspital, or 
to a nu.reing home, your agency is not purchasing "social services, II 
de.llpi te the presence of social workers on the "tafrs of these faci­
li ties. If you have 11 role in arranging Buch services, you are 
yourself providing service 160 by method 2. You leave the agency 
boxes bla.nk. 

Fostar family home or group home 

Care in ~uch facilities is not a social service for project purposee. 
If you supervise the placement wld arrange~ento, the service will be 
201 or 202, the method will be ?, and the agency boxes will be left 
blank. If a child i9 in a vol un tary agency's boa.rding home, however, 
and tho..t agency is supervisjng the placement G.d arrangemants, then 
the service reporteJ would b~ 202, the method would ~ > 4, and the 
type of agency box would be fLU ed with the code 01. 

Residential treatment fncility 

This kind .)f care in a. social st)rvice, 'Phe physical maintenance tuld 
ca.re are incidental and supportive to the treatment, which is 30cil',1 
rather than psychill.tric. This <lurvice would be repol-tod as 061 or 032. 
The me thCld would be 4. And t.he ag,:ncy tYPE:' would be 22, 23, or 24. 

Educ~tiorl 

There a.N two kinds of aeJ'Viccs related to education that are to be 
.~ported as "socit\.~ se ['Vict~": 1) services of achool social workers, 
whioh sho~.ld be reporLed Elf Ol'l"Vlce 171, method ), agency ty-pe 10; 
an:i 2) HELP 11 t 1.1.e Un;' '1ersity ot \lirulesot!>, ·lihich shou' i be recorded 
as servicEs 132, method 4, tYre ~4. Othur purchases of edllclltion 
for clients (ouch a9 beauty scht1ol) are not purchases of Bocial ser­
vices. Arrangin~ the educativn is a 30cial service, however, and 
that should be reported as oervicu 132 or 1)3, method 2 • 

Vo~ational Rehabilitation 

Cases involving the Division of Vocational Hehabilitation are reported 
in several waye. If ohel tered employment or a work activity center is 
being provided, VUl!ationul Hehald 11 tatlon 15 giving a social service, 
oode 220, method ), agency type 09. Oth.er servicl!s from VocatioIlIll 
RobAbilitation are not oocio.l :.wrvl.ces. Set.ting thelll up should btl 
reported ao service or)7 or 1;), method 2. 

Refer."'als to Services to the Blind are code1 007, method 2. 
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.Actio. (Dat.JJ--.J 
r.:.t.r the cia t. o ... hich you fill out the form, ud circh lU\ &ctiOIl cod. to 
ahow what tho Form 2 i. for. , 
o Chugto of worker. ilri ~e .thili oodo (which: is aot pria ted on tho form) if 

tho cuo has ~u jrl.Jlufarred 12. you from a!lothor worbr j.lU'ticiFatiAe; in 
th. projilct. If you .1'0 IIlllult&ll.Qoualy milking oth.r chll.ngu-loI. "ell' goal, for 
illatuce-:nlU'k uother kppropriat. cod. too. 

1 Start. Caw. \f1Ul alroady in the cl.ljIeload &.1/ of October 16, 1972, ud thi. 
form ia b~i.g complotod i_ order to ret the illfomll.tio. into th .. proj~ct'lil 
data baso. 

2 New. S$rvice0 aro boir.e provided to tnis primary cliut for the first time. 
,R!.JopoJa. 'llhio pr'imary cllent h ... s rocoivod I.llrvieoa nruerl wen tomiJlatQd. 

Now, larviceo are bebe: ia~tiatod "vitia. 
4 Add' ufomll tiol!. For addbt[ iJd-()r-~,. tLn to ,Ihil t nil.)) already bun r'portod. 
5 Correct inform"tioa. F'or'corroctiJl'; "llct updatin9 LilOl~ .. tioJ:l already reportod. 
6 new pll1n. Circle t..'U. eodo if tho gorvico plu. (hlU II-24U) ia beug chAnb~d. 
7 N.w desirud gou~ (;1:-c10 tid" code if tllO desirlOlo. goal ~aae :U-252) is 

h.bg chane;'Od. 
8 1nferma tion aad rOforral oRly. Uw. thi" if I & H. a.rvices 1.1" tho only Il8rvieeo 

beiJlg g1vu. 
9 Clog.. Circlo this code if the case of thia primary clieRt i8 lJeing closed Dd, 

for liIem. TUIIOR, you ax.: rGportu/$ thiu action on " .form 2. (IA b"ucrill. it 
ia aot UCGJlOlU'y to do ,SlO: rel-ortiuc; the c1oiilLae: e • .r'orm 3 ilO sufficiut.) 

170 

\ 

-<.>50 

fl 
I 

~l , 
--",.1 . -

J 
,. 

" 

J 
] 

:1 
~) 

:.I 

:1 
~J 

] 
.. ' , 
; I 

I 

n 
l! 

" 

B 
\ \ 

n . ,. 
, \ 

\ J 

iJ 
~ \ 

; I ., 
Of 

: ~ 

U 

I [J 
f$ 

I' 

; ... ~-n- J!!£On:C'I MA."IUAL Revisod April 1, 1975) ---------,_.------------

n 
II 
n 
n h 

., 
.tv 
-ii~ 

~'J 

.... ~ 

I 
1 
I 
i 
I 
I 
e 
I 
I 
8 
.~ 

.'. 

FORM 3: ;:;OClAi" "UH,!Q.r< .teTIV!'ll,!, 0~ Br:HALJ' vi CLIBI;TS (S .. 1-5OJ) 

Starred (.) itema lfilJ. .ormally bo pro-priated· Oil tho form by eomputsr. 

IdutifYio'r; lR.forma tio. 

'»COUll ty of "erne., ("CO'UNTY" ) 
27 li.Jd.lJoa 
62 Ramli.~ 

-Social worker' s idQ~tificll tion Jlumbor ("C&;i:; ,UrtllliH LD") 
Idfllmtifieation .umbor of the aor\'ico worker res\Joalilble for ce.aos printed 
below. Spae. i. re~.I'ved for five dicitG. 

-Report mo .. th ("P.EPOH'll lo'OR 11(j.I'~'ll • 1.97 ") 
Moath iii iJ<Glcatod bj' ihl ,tlho.e. ia th .. y.:ar: Q.~., Novamo4<r ill coood 11 • 

Curro ~ t s tn tuG 

tiDltgrOil of o.Gpuducy Oil financial allaiti tWIICC ('1~") 
So. codes iA aectioR 1I-232.1. 

*ZIlIploymut ("cl''!''') 
See co~oa iA iGctioa Il-252.2 • 

flL5vol of fU1\ctiolliJtg ("r.EV") 
!:ie. cod •• j,. netio .. 1I-232.3. 

, eLi v iag lIitua tioA ("LIV") 
~eo cod,a ia i~ction II-252.4. 

-300 

-)10 

-311 

-312 

-320 

-321 

-322 

-323 

-j24 

-eurr .. t barriers .; "BH.") -;25 
'llhe computer will :;>riJIt tile two-<iigit codo for .ach l.> ... rrie1' reported to date 
~th .. t n.ul aot b .... roported nmoved. !Jarrier" were reported '.n Form 2 at iAt&kc. 
writ. cod.1I for no .. b&rri.ra UJ.der tile )r'illted codtl •. 

Codea are IIholt'Jl b detail iA liI.ctio. Il-241. Briefly, they IIXO ail follows: 
10 Pcr~o.ul probl.~10 
20 Family problema 
;0 Nud for traiAing or .duc~t~o • 
40 Netld for mobili;r,atior. of reSQU"Cei, aLlVOC8.l'y, or illfortl ... tio. _Ild rorcrral 
~O Pr~~ical diaaoilities 
60 ~:utal C1isabiliti .. 
70 J,a"doqu te livillg arrlt;,gow.nts 
t!AJ Othor 

-Barrior lltatuil at end of moutll ~ "llt( STu) -.$26 
At the •• ct (,if tho tDosth, writo OliO or tr,l' codlla frljljj tho 1.1.5 t below •• xt to owt.:h of 
the prated barrier Codekl to IIhow tne wtr.tUlo. of th.t barrier. If a code ia w1reacty 
priated, let it bs if it i. correet;- 0"" •• it out IIlJId writ. i. tJ,. aew (j"atu.e if 
thu. ia a ChMB9 • 
1 ExilOtu~. Barrier util', exilOtll; .ocid worhr ilO a .. kinc; its resolutioa. 
2 Coatrolled., Ba.rrier r .iIi be.a .coatrql18d through -LOlley efforts. 
'Remov~. uarrior hall be ••• limi .... t.d tlLrough ~r.cl effJrtli. 

~
• fiot rC501v&ble, llUlUl"tJoUJatatle .J;l'oolo ::I or c1i,.I. t relOli1"';,uu;l1t i.rlVOll t a 801utioa. 

Ep.im:;.a"te~ by r.C:tJval/C()I.t:-O] ot.- ot,.~;, t:.ey bit)"!"iel'., loIe plo.l';.telj- fepql't..d. , 
;';ll.!:'u~te,.. I>~ .v.~tQ Q·J+:.Iide it~gv "v"'I'fl -J. St0at:-O,Lhc n rC::Jovitl/ c'::" tru! '.:1I 1.r,er"R. o~iera, ae;,iOrat.ly "ported. 

i ~Oll tro.Ll~d b .V~1l to o'lt.&.Ld • • ~.c;r'" COil role 
1)&10",. .JL-ner recordod 01 mll1ta...:... 171 

I .......... ~.~.,~g-. , ..... ..ki ~:''''%-:.;..,.,:iv~ ... !r.1'F~~ .. ~_·H_L-'>!. •• _,.i,~''_!l.1_._\ ••. I •• ~.n!f'.1.:, .. f .. ;Hio;"""b~'];"t"';i)fifi4W5+.*i~.!)Ctiq;~.~~~u..a.t~<.:.o.tJ:...w.. ~~~(.l"':"~:~~~ 
~~~..f::ifi't'~...ifM.i¥"'!f ~~_v---==~~~ __ 1 ______ ~~~ ~ 
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}{UijOll CI..iI. clolled ("ltl:.") -J31 
K..hr ou of the tWo-dil:it cod.a liatod bolow if the case of thia primll.1)' clieat 
i8 now being cloaed for social aervice&. 
00 TrD..1lSferred to aAoth!!r workor. wri to iI. tho .. rune of the oth"r \,'or'!.~r. and, if 

h. io ill tIll! projsct, giv~ hi.il worker .umber, if readily II.vllilable. 
01 Goal achiovod. 
02 Client reJ.eta svrvicew. 
03 Lost contll.et ... i til chont. 
04 13arr1or~ remain, but fOArtller ... rvicc cOl1&idered iuff.ctiv~. 
05 Cli •• ttran.aforred out of il.gaticy'a jur~ijdictioR; another agol.cy h£..JIdl •• bkrriel'll. 
06 Cliont movod out of county. 
01 Cli.at mMIri~d. 
08 Cliont G.~t to jail, "orkhou:;e. prl.lOor., etc. 
09 Cli •• t inQtitutiu~aliz.d. 
10 Cliollt became aC. Idi ~tat. ao 10A~wr r&~poabible. 
11 Cliut died. 
12 \)Lhor. Note rCllWoJl 051 br.ck of foro. 

)I.oath 1ft which C"ElC clololO<l ("MOil) 
EatsI' tho numb$r of ~. month. (November im 11, etc.) 

lli£.nt Identif:i C[l tion 

*CLU::il' HAl.'}; 

Surname of tho client. 1.1:3 listed on the Porm 2 case plan. 

Write in names of new clients fflr whora you have filled out Fom. 2 if 
they do not appea.r on this form. Write case and faClily Il!emh(!r nwnuers. 

A190 write in names of nevI clients for vlhom you have not yet filled 
out ;~orm 2 1s (p":ndin~ better identHication of barriers and I~oals). 
In these case!!, be extra sure ~ ·;.u write in the cns e nUr.lber (Inc! family 
member number fer (lat.:, prin.ury client. Do not lice groups u. pdlT.ary 
clien ts (the ol.~ 99 f:~i ly t'le:nber Iltl;:.l!er) 1 Use on] y inJi vidUf·l f'. as 
priir.Ciry clien tn. 

-FA!.aLY ID 

Case identification number. Six diGits followed by a seventh check digit, 
if any. 

Write in case nu .. nbers 'for new clienin (see -341 above). 

HEJiKEPIN ',': :mKERS sho'J.ld write in new case numbers as they aprear on thei r 
case filef;. Sinc(' Henncpin Count:,' car,f:! numbers have no check digit::;, 
the keypunchers (:,OT you) will add a o:ero at the rieht. of each cane number. 

-PM p. (Fwnily ":ember l\umber) 

'i'he p:'imary clif'nt's fllmily rr.er.:ber .nu~'lbl'!r. The code 99 mean!' a group of 
r.)i<:nt.D tnkf'n tC'(:cther. r~'his coc/}· if, 1.0 be di.f;cunl.imll·d evcl1tu'llly. Do 
not uso it for l.~·.\' catWf1. If 1:1 ~:) group .::han(;e:: in co;npo$i tlun, ure;.l: i I. 
up L.md suu::,.ii nl.·W Po;'rl I.'s for all iifo c.~;:.bcr:.J. 
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Services Given and Units of Service 

This sctltion of Form ) has tvo identical blocks of columns in which 
to record informa tian about services pI·ovided. Record .8S I!lBJ1,Y aOl"ViceB 
0.0 you need to. If you I~ out of apace, rewrite the client's name, 
Case ID number, and FM number at the bottom of the form and record the 
o.dd.itional services there. Connect the tvo report locations with an 
o.rrow from one to the other. Rec0xd only one service per line in each 
block:. 

Record any servicp. provided or arranged. even if YOll did not record it 
when you charted the case plan on Form 2. 

You do net need to correct the Form 2 plan by su~mitt:i.ng an update r.opy ex­
cept when: 1) Client name or address is to be G~.a.ngedt 2) The targeted con­
di tion of life ("Desired Goal") iB to be changed, 5) Other major changes 
in the case ar.e to be begun or portions of a family dropped from service, 
or4) The case is being transferred to you from another project worker. 

SERV (Service Code) 

Write in the three-digit code for the service you are repo~ting. 

Service codes are listed in a table on the back of every Fo~ 2 • 

liETH (Uethod) 

Record the method by which the service is beil~ provided, using the codes 
given below. The codes are explaineJ in section II-24~ of this manual. 

~ • Service provided b;,' socia] worker (you). 
3 • Pro'l"ided by aome other employee of yoW" count.y welfare depa.rtment. 
4 • Purchuoed. 
5 .. Obta.ined free by referra.l to SOllie other public or private ag. ... :'lcy or 

provider. 
6 • Sorvice deleted ~~~auae not available from your agency. 
1 • SE'rvice deleted becau£<) not availlible in your cOll1.!llunit;r. 
a • Service deleted because of other reasonl ______ .~ ____ __ 

AGY (Agency Type) 

Wri te in the oode for agency typa if you are arranging this service by 
free referral (me thod 5). Otherwise le.!lve this blank. Agency type codes 
are giVE;·,l in sect.Lon II-244.1 of U,is manual and alao in a little refer­
enoe chart you may have been given. 

BR (Barrier Againat Which This Service Is Mainly Directed) 

Write in the two-digit code for the barr:i.er against which the service on 
this line is mainly directed. The short list of new barrier codes i~ 
below. Choose one of the codes given. (A more detailed list of barriers 
and codes will be provided at R later date.) 

10 ~ Personal problems 
20 • FlUllily J:l"oblems 
30 .. NeOld fOl' training or education 

-350 

-352 

-~5~ 

-;54 

40'. Need for mobilizati.on of resources, adv9cacy, or information and referra.l 
50 • Physical disabili ties 
60 .. Hen tal d ieabilitieB 
10 • Inadequate liv~.ng arrangements 
8C • Other 
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PROJE0:' lU.N1JAL Revised December 12 I 2 

Olient and Collateral Contacts Records 

Time Units 

Fencii in the nl1mber of quartor-hou:'s you sped on client or collateral 
contal~t:J for eaoh sonice you peported in the SERV columns. Round off times 
to the nearest quarter-hour unit greater than zero. Put your entry into 
whiohever colUllln applies r Field, Office, 'l'elephone, or TranI. Do not edd 

, travel times into field times. they should be separate quantities, not part 
and wholf" 

If tbertt il.l already a time reported for the kind of contact you are reporting 
(say, & number in the Office Contacts column under the Time Units headirtg), 
er&o. the old number and add it to the new numbar of units you are reporting. 
Then ~r1tQthe aum 17here you erased the old value. See the e:r>:mple below. 

If you work on b~veral s~rvices with a client, put down a guesstimate of 
how many quarter hours you spent 011 each servico. 

You do not have to distinguish between client and collateral contacts. 

Contact Ta.lly 

Hake a. hAsh mark (/,11, W,JIIf) in the appropria te column each time you have a 
client .:Ir collateral conta.ct. Make only 011\1 tally per contact, on the line 
for tho oerdce tho contactjinte't"View was mainly about. (Tally one sen'ice, 
but report tim06 for all services you work on.) 

ba.riplo 

II I CI.IENT AND COLLATER!.L 
II S r A B I TIim UHlTS ( i COHT}.CT '!'ALLY I ! 
II E E G R' I II I I I 
II R '1 Y I FIELD ! OF'F ! T.EL ITRAV! !FIELDI OFF I TEL I 

!t:II .. 'f'! i'" xV:.o.:~H"""l:1 ="'''=i=-=i''==->t'"-=--==f===!1===l==91~j====jIF- I I .... ~' !~~ !I '.5" 1 I 0 I "'2 "'1 ! ! -~=' ='A===--
,~~~ 11 17').1 ,32.., l !.2 ~ if !! /1/ I I 

. r.('\ 1 I 31' 3 I ! I ., II 'u. ' ! I 1 I. I 
~\t~~~~~._~I_30-=I~-==F==~c=~~~_==~==~!~I~==4===~I~~=~==~I~==~ __ 
'h) l!'l,\\!" I l'lOI ! 11 I IT 
~ _ J!. 'I ""_1_-..;..1_ "'..:I~_ . ..:.. __ .:._..,..---= __ :..I !:.-_....:.. __ ...:.I __ ...:I~I_ 

Here, line 1 indicates a half-hour field vi~it regal~ing service 172 and 
quarter-hQur office contacts regarding that service. 

th:re8 

-355 

-355.1 

-355.2 

-3)~.~ 

Line 2 ind~cateB a half hour office contact regarding servioe 131 and tour 
telophon~ cor.~~ct8 reported ss 15 minutes long (though some may have been enort). 

Line 3 indicates no contacts 80 far this month relating to this service. 

Now, if the cliont were to come in to see the l;;>cia1 worker, and if they 
spent thirty minutea discussing the NIN training program and forty minutes 
deoiding on .h~n a child could come home from temporary protective footer 
cartl, the worl'~eX" would ch:l.~ the the f01":ll above to look like this, 
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APPENDIX B 

)lAy 'l'h.lyft FoX'?§? iht, GOSSS materials aTailable to us in the fall of 

1972 (in draft fora onl.,y) contained a Social Serlicos Information Subsystem. 0 

Thia SSL') consiat0d of a "load form, - accc,mpanied by detailed codine;, that 

"WI dea18IlGO. for addin8 .clients to the data base, reportiDe certain changeo 

in f&ot~ or jud~nt information about those clients, and periodical~ 
verifyi.o€ the fact that previously reported information remained u.o~d. 
.4lthoush this aapeot, the recording of facts and j Ud8lllBnta about cases, vas 

worked out rathar full.,y, the procedure for recording aervlces delivered Vas 

Virtually u.odeveloped. It seemed clear t!:at II SOpar8te form (our Form 3) 

ahould be designed for this purpose. 

In the GOss.:; material. a load form was to i;>Q completed for each primary 

Client, but the form also called for sOlDe demographic data about the flUl:ily 

of which tho client waa a IDtlmbIJr. Since a given fam1l.,y might contain sei'eral 

pr.iwu-y cl1anta, and therefore reg,Ui.re sever'll load forms. ~e decided to 

put tho ftV;lil.,y infOrmAtion on Q separate form (our Form I), limitin~ 0"lUr 

Form 2 to factual information ~bout the primary client plus the jud~ant 
items essential to COsss. 

19l"11!.!lt and Content of FoI'lll l.... Ramsey Cou.oty WOlfare Dapartasnt follows 

the DN-recolllJ1ended practice of numbering the family un1 to Wl. thin ita 0&110-

load, \Wins' tho family \lui t number tOB'6ther vi th an appL'opria to COmbination 

of suffixoe to idQntify the caee within the family, such as tbe individual 

child Who it> the subject of child welfare flervic0S. Rams~y W48 already 

10adtng f&aily information ,into its Own computerized information Bys~am, 
\WinK a load [Ol'1l (deaignaWd RVW 123) toot listed the fem1ly membera &ZlIl 

\~TO factwU information aco[,ut eaCll one. 1'0 de~ign our z'orm 1, we simp!: 
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. . 'the GOSss loed form-' , .o.ed i tem8-thoae not appearlJl8 on 
deleted the UDnEl . k the Ramsey social 

We had already decided k_ I, to aa fro::a the ROW 123. ~ 

uld get the necessary da Form 1, lmo"ing that we co workers to complete . 

. to have project staff ex-Our original intent~on was 
froa tho ROW 123. ~"~ tho 

template over the RCij 123 and cop~~ ~ th -'-"- manually by placins a trac.. III UA
o
'" 

1 This explains exposed columnS onto Form • tllct unv.sual spacing of F'om. 1. 

COl'l.tept of Forn. 2,. With fell it n Form 2 \feN de-exceptions, ems 0 

The exceptions (other than f the GOSSS load. form. 
rived directly rom items surrounded 

t 'f'era) are thoce 1 t~"~ to case iden ~ ~ trivial matters re a ~ ltSlJ 

the date on which the CaBO the p~imnry client's address, 

by &r.J tsr1.!lks: worker, and the -dis poai-
intake uorkar to the field tran8fa~red from the 

that te~inat~d immediately. 1 ing of s.ny case tl.· on" or rGaBon for tho c os _~. 

were pgrmitted to ~p, hi h the Ramsey workers These bits of information, v C • d 

Hennepin hoi des~gn9 benefi t of the Hennepin tJ.8Oncy. were sddud. for thI! 'II 

intended to meGt that agency so called bec6.':.Bo it \las an Interi= System, 

; 1 suc.h tiJlle as 8. It"" re cowprc­rvi do. ta. Wl t ~--ed1Au. Mod for social. se CEl :i.m 

~ Hennepin put tho Inter hensin system could be developed and instblled. 

ageucy d'uring the period of our pro­.. nto operation throughout th9 System ..... 

A_ a condition of that agency's ject. .... participation in the project, ve 

that participating 30c1&1 workers would 

agreed in the pl'oject would be Wli.n8 SinC(l) the fourteen workers 

cau. reportin8. project data into Interim 

not be reQ.uired to do dupli-

. f tba proJ'ect staff had to translate ProJClot orms, tea had to 
included in ~he Interim Sya Hence, a.U data. itt!llD.'l Syate. data. 

if fxom no other source. be obtainable fro~ project forma, 

Cli iU Concept. :Epe "PritvJ.ry ell What is a ~ receiving soo 
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Wha t is a .l2!,;!,maa cJ,iaut? Is i _ a caa. dentical with a recipient of publio 

aaaia tnnce-bcarin8 in mind th f • Ij) ao ~ th8: t GOSSS tid supposed to refer only 

to social services covered by Federal participat1'on under the public WlsiB-

ta.cca t1 tlcs? Since Minnesota would not want to establish an information 

systo~ limited to public . t USS1S ance-related clients, how would Kinnesot4 

wish to define Ll service ? case Since 8. field tes t of GOSSS COJlc-l)pts in ,the 

¥~080ta environment was one or the avowed purposes of this project. we 

fel t compelled to adhere to the defilu' t;Oll ... used in GOSSS--if we could 

figu.re out what it vaal Eere is & quotation from a GOSSS draft dated 

.Tanuary 1972: 

SSI dooUL!entu ••• are completed Oil each case actuall 
aerv.icee. This includes 8~1 ceaee u,th y receivi,'S 
1 

..... "'" which the staff m;;ilIber 
a lnvolved •••• 

OccasiollAlly. when th~ c~e i.Ilvolves 11 fB.llli1y, ind.lviduals in 
the. fwnily DlIJ.y be ass~glle,'. t;oalo rlifferent from the g()alfl 
fWl'll.Bned to the family aa a w!lOle In thi . ...~. d t . • S l.O3 ...... lce, a separate 

OCUllJen lS cOlllllletod fc,r each individual haVl.· rC' u d~"'f" t goal in . d' t· L,~ ~ .u. (lIen 
, a.a 1. :lon to the dOClWtlnt completed for the famil 

• whole J '!'hlw &n SSI d" t. y all oJ. • 0 • lDleIl l.S completed for E.1e.ch different 
go in the <:&,1 ••••• 

Aloo, the "SSI document II (the GOS::;S 1 d f) . oa orm contained a spaoe for in-

dica tiug \the tbor the C&13e ..,8.3 an indivl.· d"ft' 
v.n.L child. an individual adult or 

a fll.lrlJ:.y. A GOSSS !it'aft dated. July 1972 did no~.hing to clarify this llllit­

.tar. Thus, it appeared tha t a case (or 8. "primary client"; the terms 

aaemad to be ints;L:<?\),,'mgoe.ule) lright be either e.n ind'vl.·d .. ft' ... .......... or a group ot 

individuals. (Indeud, ve ' t d ' 1.ll erprete thE.< above quotation as meaning that 

GSA eotually preforrud th ) e group. Therefore, wo originally wrote aa 

f'ollow$ (in .Project Haoual, H-22), 

'F 1M fa. 
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••• Usually the primary client will be onu t~rson. However, 
if sevoral individU9.ls have the same barriers ... , samo goal, 
and same 20rvice plan. all may be shown on the same i'orm 2. 
This situation is most likely tv occur in a pr~tective service 
case. where aoveral children are believau to be neglected and 
will be recoiTing the same service. 

....... 
'. 

Thus, for project purposes. ona ~ was represontltd. by one l'om 2, re­

gardless of the number of individuals appearing on ~.hat fOl"lu. (The indi­

viduals included in the case are sho .... n in the grid llrea in tbe upper right 

quadro.nt of thE! form.) 

Havins defined the compo8ition of a case 80 ambiguously, w. found 

differenCOD in tho way ::..n which the workers used this provision. \lie aloo 

found aome unexpected probl~WB. Consider, for example, a fwnily in which 

the &Other and old~Bt child iiire at home and have the same goal~ self-care; 

while the tvo younser children are in foster care and likely to remain 130 

(community-based cere). Most ~orkerB vould prepare two Form 2'0, as followo: 

mother (lo'M IJ 02) and first child (1i'M # 03) on one form 
youn.gcr children (}I'M II 04 and if 05) on one form 

Now. bofors the start of field work, we had decided not to Keypunch any data 

itema not contributing to the operation of the systeDI (Social ::50curi"j' 

numbers, tl~r instance). 'therefore, we pWlched only a l3:1.ngle set of cards 

from A Fom 2 • The cas. identifler pWlched illto the card consisted of the 

case number. follo\tad by the PM # of the individual. If more than one 

1ndiv1d~,~ was included in the casQ, we pun'.iled :'M II 99 instead of the FM ;ta 

of the individuala. In the above example, there would therefore bt:l tvo 

case. for which the same ;":\i:,tb0r had beon punched, a px:oblop). that we did 

not foresee. Another unfores66n problem was the tendency for thO compoai4ion 
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of a Cas. to c~ ovor & period. of time, as the worker changed his ser-

Vice plan for a ftl"I)up .ember or establj f:lhed a €Cal different from the goal 

for other member. of th~ pr~ client eroup. ~8 tried to cope aith those 

diffioultios, the worst Bingle typo of probleQ in the entire data-procossing 

Qx~r1enco, by modifying the instruction. The modified instruction is 

found in II-22j of the cu.rrent verSion of the Projoct Manual,. which appeare 

elsewhere in this re~P0tt 

l'8
e

L;j,st of §(!!rv.tQe~. Tho GOSSS material conta.i.ced a short list ot 

sel'Ticea. At thQ time when the project forms were being deai~ed. other 

orlJll.!lizational units vitb.in DPW y.ere attempting to produr:o a uniform ltst 

of servic0s conoutent vith our Federally-approved State lJlao, vith cur-

reJltl..7 required statistical nportB, and wit!> tarious ot.her structuros 

and procodures. It llpp4iared desir/.l.bl~ for the project to use the defin:._ 

tiVQ llot 4100. The liot that was considered to be "offiC1al" at the t~ 
was roprod\!.ced on the reverse s~.a" of Form 2. Daopi te the IUUly cri tioil':'l'.B 

of this 11Alt--partly because of its exc;essivE: length, £lad partly beclluao 

it aeems to be a mixture of "programs" and "services"-it vas used without 

oh.o.n&sthroughout the project. 

1!.arr1t;!r&. On ~'Ol'll 2 there is printed e. List of barriers with the 

oodGe tiLtJ8ie;ned to thell. Tltia list icl printed 00 the form solely to provide 

a r&adyre!erence. Workers were not expected to make notations On the 

code list itself, but rather to write the s~lected codes in the spaces 

below it. Therefore, ~hen we revised the list dur:ng the course of tho 

prOject, we did ACt think it necessary to print no. forms; ve Simply 

changed the lIltUIual. 
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With two exceptions, of barriers was drawn from the the original list 

G03SS I'i1A torials II\vailllble at the time. The additions to the list were 

"03. l'oychologico.l dependency CJ, J b It the latter .. and '31. AlcohoJ./ drug Il V"!O, . 

'tGd In most instancem, we made no added after the forma had been prl.Il • 

-n~ual to define those barriers. attQmpt in the ........ 

Tho workers found 1 ' and unwioldy. Thero-the list of barriers too OD8 . 

hown in Project . mid-project it tiaB c~nsiderably shor;oned, as s 
for-e, l.Il . d to only 
Manual, 1I-241. Since each of the original barriers was a8G~gne 

d ta could be tran.elated in~o i the older a one of th0 nev barriel' catego.r es, 

events elaevhore bad. made it (By tho time tnis happened, the naw terms. i d 

GOSSS was 0. dead issue. Th'ilrefore, evidsnt that wo no ~onger felt obl ~~ 

th or~ainal GOSSS categories to mo.intain e "",_ whe~ experience indicated the 

noed for change.) 

ts According to GOS3S concepts, Q,ondit:i.on-of-Life Mea.eurem.eo • 

i e should have ~ne receiving oocial se~ 0 B of the following goala: 

anyone 

self 

or inBti tution.al care.Al though t Golf-care, eOl!1r'·'.n.ity-bl:l.Seu care, • 

8uppor , '.. these four appe8.1' d to 
no t expressly 6 tswd, ,; e "h interrelatJ.onshJ.p S*ong . 

the courso of time, from one to nl' nts could move, in be hoirarohical. '.':1.0 . ., te 

. hi e of the go....... ca -But they coul1 also move ~ on another of these. " sss 
iJod by the authors 01 GO, For example, here is tho seule prov , 

gories. f mily 
(which actually means a . movement related to aelf-care 

to describe d d ~ t and cast 
Al thOl.:.gh we have rs-wor 0 ... oare if the client is a child). 

thu Bubo tance of the acale s taps ~" t altered v it int.o che .... t form, we lWove no 

that we found in the GOSSS materialJ 
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Barriers Removed 
Capacity for Indapendent L1vi1& 01' Controlle4 

2100 - Adul t in own home, able to cope. .ul 
- Child:!.n fBJDily home, fune tion-

1r~ at level approppiate for age 
and condition. 

2200 - Ymproved 

2300 - Improved 

.2400 - Entering self-care; planned 
8Qvem&nt to self-care from 
insti'tutional care, community­
based care,. or from self­
eupport. 

2 or II1Ore, but 
not all 

1, but not all 

None 

Social 
Services 
NeQltded 

Yes 

ree 

Yea 

Thus, a child. liho is about to be returned to,his famUy home after living 

in a fest*r home 10 desoribed initially by code 2400 and oventually (after 

8ocial'B~rvic~s have suoceeded in removing or controlling all barriers) by 

codet 2100, 

Experience with this frameworL: revealed ,i.ta inadequacies. 'tJhat 18 

the current status, and what is the goal, fcr a mentally reta't'll(Jd adult 

who must live in a group home 80 that he cw:. receive necoBsary supervision. 

but who is able to work at an unskilled job in the cOUllllunity? If the goal 

ie said to be community-bru!ed care. and he baa already attained that goal 

by eucc6Bsfully adjus~ing to the group home (i.e., all barrier~ to adequ&te 

care have bean rQaOved), how can the worker indicate bie 8Ubseq~nt progress 

when he obtaina a job? Or if' the goal is said to be self oupport, shill 

WO Bay that he has attained that goal. to a limite::. o:K.tent, even though 

welfare funds continue to be used -to pay for his care in ths group home? 

.u tho~ this cue example (and there ~ others like it) dotlB not prove 
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that the GOSSS goal structure 1a impossible to use, it should give the 

reader tLll insight into the difficulties that the social. workers encoun-

tared in trying to apply it. 

When 1 t OOCl!U!10 clear that GOSSS VIlB no t likely to be lIIanda ted iJ.uJ!:adi-

ately, ve responded to the criticisms voiced by the workers and, with their 

help, devised a replacoment: four indepennent dimensions, each with a 

.calo atte.ch;)d. The Ilimensiou.e weNS degree of dependency on financial 

aseiatanco, employment, leval of functionin~, and living situation. (The 

accompa.nyiLl¢ scales are sho~rn in the ProJe<.:t Manual, II-232 tht'ough -232.42.) 

To use them, it 1118.8 ne09SSa!'y to aak each worker to trlUlBlate the GOSSS 

codee for eeeh of hia cruJGS (current statUB 'Ilno, St&tUD when first o.sS6S~0d), 

including caSBS thut h&d already closed. However, if nacassary, it would 

be possible tollll!.lro a trlUlBllltion mechanically from the four-dimansion~l 

cw'ing baok to the GOSSS framowork. (After IIlIiking this rovision, \lie le~ 

thli tot. 8I'lJ worki!>.g on GOSSS, in another part of the country, h4d independently 

made a silular change.) 

Format of Fo~. The four successive versions of Form j are re-

produ.coo together on the following page. (.December and January are tho 

88m.. The Decemb6I' segment illustrates some of the computer-prod,\.lced 

codiQ&.) To make quick and inexpensive revision pOSSible, the form was 

oomputer generat~d each wontn as a part of the process of producing each 

~orker'8 eLSe roster. Convent~p.ni..l l~-illCh computer paper was used. The 

number of carbon copies varied from Qont~ to month, with two being t~. 

optiJs:cu.m number. ....t month's end, the orig~oal lr:!lS returned to Unco, the 

first copy to the DPcI project office, and the second copy was kllpt by the worker. 
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At first, we expeoted moat of the sooial workers to have one or two 

"favorite" servicea, ~, services that they gave to most of their clients. 

The right-hand portion of the October-November version c;. Form jccontain.e 

two identioal panels, those headed "Service Codo __ ", intendod for the 

worker's two "favorite" services. The service, method, and outside agency 

involved were supposed to be coded at tile top of the panel so that theae 

items of 1nfo~tion would not have to be repeated for each case. The 

last panel, headed "AdditiolJal Services," waa i1~tended for servicee ihat 

the )forker gave les8 often, ~'hi8 feature proved oot to be helpful. Our 

liat of Dorvice codes was so detal.led that u worJ{or ~iho recorded coo-

sCientiously would use a great var~ety of the codes UL~., a "child pro­

toction"worker" does not give only "child protective st!rvicea"). When we 

discovered this, we discontinlJ.od the "favorite service" pe.nMla, thereafter 

p
roduc

in8 tvo identical panels sallar to our original "A.ddi ticnal Serv!cet:" 

panel. ('!he only :;;'eB.~on for m. :"'lllols was to give tna io'orker space 0ppusito 

each case name for the recording of several services.) 

!lot only have the ]??Ioela on the right half of the form changed; the 

individual collllIlll! wi thin tlloss pan~ls have changed also. 1'he reader wll1 

recall that the workers recol'dcd their interaction with clients B./lu collat-

era.b in quantitative term.e, using two m~as~s: (1) the "time unit," a 

i'ifteeU-minute period spent in field, office, or telepllono COlltact, or in 

trav.ll~ to waica Buch a COIltaCt (abbreviated on the fOrlll as follolris: fo', 

0, '1', TR); and (2) the unweic;hted count of cOlltacts. In tho October-Novemoer 

version of the form, the ~orkor was expected to write a numeral ~laicutin8 

the number of tille wli ta, then circl. the numeri.U to indica ie Ii sl.ugle 

",' " . 
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contact. Thus, All oitice interview lasting one hour and con-::<!lrned with only 

~ single sorvicQ waa indicated by writing a 4 (under 0 for "~lfice") AUd 

circling ~ 4 to ahow that all four time unite took plac4il in ~ single 

inion-icY. This proved cumbersome. Therefore, we 0limioated the UIliriportant 

distinction botvoQn "direct" ~!., ~ith client) and "collatorsl" contacts, 

&lld. used the spaoe thus saved for one set of colUlll.lla (E', 0, T,TH) in 

whioll to aoxumy.le,.t!! the time \'nits and another eet (l~, 0, T) in which to 

~ the coutactll. 

When the giving of a servic" lo'tW recorded, .L!!.. r when time units IUld 

!1onmctB were \'''ritt&n opposi to a service code, it was necessary to knOlt 

which barrier w&s the object of thia aervi~e. Therefore, there are "barrierN 

colUl\Ul3 (Ell) 10 the rigllt-h.e.ncl half of th& fonn aseocis.Wd with eeo.ch IlGt 

or columns vhore Gctivit,y ~as recordod. In the Uctober-November form. 

eacb euch column vas tollol>ed by a c::.lumn in IJlhich to indiCllite the st&tu.e 

of the barrier at montb' B end (llli ST). 'l'his IlU"r~ent 1II1LS ch~ for 

two re&aOIWZ (1) Sineo only the ba."I'J.ers oo:in.g worked on .,01'8 reported t 

a barrier could disappear without 8.IlY littenhon from the aoc1a1 workj,r 

and wo would never hoar of its disappearance. (2) The workers cowplained 

that they oould not recall whiCh barrieru they had recorded on Form 2, and 

hen a. were inadvet'tently introducing new barriers on form 3. TbDrefore, 

they we.ntad the OOllputor to print e.n up-to-date l.1l.8t on l"orm .5 of the 

barr1ero t.ha t they had reoorded on Form 2. Moroover, thoy 'oI1.Ul ted. to 0-

6Dle to add barriers without preparing a new Fol"lU 2. For these reasona, 

we chan8ed the left side of fo'orm 3 by ~ding tvo pun of col~ (HR, ./;IR ST) 

tor UlOwiq & barrier. in 4 case and the end··of-ilWnth statUIJ of each, 

regardlea. of whether th., barrier 11M wo;.:!ted. 011 clurin8 tho ~onth. (The 
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1!!2. pairs ot coluana are aimpl,r a space-saving device, 90 that a cas~ 

with aany barriers will not requi-~ eo ~-llY horizontal lines of apace.} 

On the J)ecembor, January, and February forms, the computer printed 

data. in tho left half of the form, using all appropriate colUllUlB over WI 

far lID tho firs t pair of double linea: the ia tea t available code foI' 

condition of life, &J.l barriers previously reported, tnc barncl' status 

Codes previously report, and the CMS nall1l3 and number. During the month 

tor which the form was issued, the worker recorded activity in the right 

halt of tho [orlll. (Note that he still indicated whioh barrier ha work~ 

on.) 'filen at tho end of the mouth h~ turned his attention to tho left 

halt of ~ form, where he updated the cond~tion-o[-life code, changed 

the barrier status COdC6 as neoessal'7, and ~uve closing infoluation if 

the case had c1oaM. If a new burier had arisen, he eiIAply wro te it in 

a .B.R column. When the comput~r upd~ted on the buaio of the in.fom..a t :i.'1 

rocorded by the worker, it prin tsd a.cy n(1W barrier tha t hll bad AAd(1d and 

it doleGked any barrier that he had coded as "removed." It also dolotod 

any C5.80 tba t had closed.. 

In Ha.rch, we replacod the extremo left column with four IUUTOW 

columna for the nav four-dimenaional cou~ scheme described earlier. 

io¥ Untoatt! b'uggeBtiorut for Further Improv£lmqnt. ~e pw;::>se ot 

the follo~ p&r~aph.a i8 neither to dtack tho GO&,;:) concepta nor- to 

propooe 11 radically diftorent Bot of forms and procedures than thooe Wled 

durin« the 81% monthLI or f.idd. liork. Iiather, the intontion io to lJ0int 

out 'a few th1zl.88 that we would now do differently, usU/P.in4t that We were 

cOlllll.1tt.d to ollBentiall,y th .... conc~pto (ou. goals, barriers to 
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.ttainin~ those goals, etc.) and assuming that we chose to accomplish the 

input to the data eyutem by !Deans of a "load. document" for case information 

&n.d a list-type "turns.roUlld form" for social worker nctivity. 

The list of services, as mentioned earlier, wao difficult to use • 

Separllti~ "progrl1Jlls" from "services" ... ould be helpful. especially if tho 

program dosignation attac!led to a ca.st< could continue throu.ghout tho :.ife 

of the case and could reflect the organiz.ational unit fro!!! which the client 

was receiving service. (Others Ul DPIa' have been working on this problem, 

vhich is by no means trivial.) 

A good feature of Hennepin County's Interim System was tho se~aration 

of 3~lYicGa into Uloae provided by the social workers and those secured 

from outside agencies, the latter group of services being collectively 

called ~-:,:~. Since the resourcos baing used for a pa:rticular case 

tend to continue from month to month, the computer prints them on lieunepiu'" 

turllJAround. form until the worker deletes them (rather than expect'.ng th1.' 

vorleer to remember to lis t each resource oach mon th, as Oil our i'Orlll 3). 

IA further j,mprovement woul<.! ba to eep; .. rate tho resourC08 into those p:!U'­

chaaed from other agencies or individl1D.l.a and woae obtained froG frow 

o th®r agencies (wmally 0 ther uui ts of govertll\1l.l111 t) • I.la ta on tho purcbaaed 

services could then be obtained from the) local. agency'/) vendor p4.YII:ont 1'8-

corda without any effort on the part of the social worker •• 

In 1'1811 ot tha great BJlJount of trouble caused by the u.\!c of "primary 

client tP'0up,;, II we would use t'l JGj.'!lEa te load docUlllcn t f~r oach indi Vldual. 

who is Ii client (not necessarily every member of tho f&!lilY). This load 

docuaent would replace Form 2. EalSI\jJlltial HUmB 1.1'0& form 1 would appear 

. , 

I • 

., :. 
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thereon. and .!<'orm 1 as a separata instrument would b. atJolillhed. 

Workers ware expected to update the condition of life and the st~tus 

of each barrier every month, I.Uld the updating V&l done on .!<'orm 5. ~ince 
DPii pOlicy requires B. quarterly review of ea.c:h sooiaJ. service cruJa, .'a 

would require updating only onca each quarter, as a part of the required 

review. A8 part of a more thorou~ considtlra tioD of the casg (including 

a rfllvieion of t'le service plan and a change in gollJ., !Jerhaps), the rasul t 

of tho updating and Be:leral revie\:l should be ;recorded on the load docUJllont 

rath\ir than on the turllllroulld form. 

The title and column ~ptions of the turnaround form (the .repluce­

ment for tho project's Form 5) would no longer be produced by tho comput~r, 

of course. Therefore, the form could be made elU!ier to use by shading 

certain COllllllrui and by printi;1& sOllle r.f the code lisU:! in the margiUD • 

The fil"Oseuce on Form j of tvo identical panela ill which to Ncord the 

worker's activity proved tc be WllleCessary. It ~ould be better to ~e that 

space f.or making the columns Wider, es~cially if time units are to be 

recordad. 

It is not rellJ.ly nocesB!U'Y to relate the kind of Btlrvice to the mcd!:t 

of contact (field, office. or telephone). Therefore, the right-hand portion 

of the turnaround form could begin with a tnree-col\.Ulln panal for tAllying 

contaoto by mode, rag!U'c11estJ of thf1 nature of the lJervice. 'l'h!.m the ro-

lIl.!iinder or the righ t-hand portion could be utled for reCOrd~ time ulli to 

by kind of Ilorvico, barriero, ate., but with no further r~ferbllce to the 

moda of contact. (This idea 001ll01S from Henllepin's Interim Syo~.) 
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coding Bcheme for condition of lifo Cali be !he Dew four-dimensional 

I' .' 

improved in tloveral waya: 

requires the Bocial workors to 

"Degree of dependency on financillJ. UB~iBtwlce" 

gather information that they would not 

l)thentiao havo, .. in vie u of the separation of aids from services. UnleaD 

t' the nacessary informa-local agencies can astablish 8 routine for rou ~nB 

tion to the social workers whan needed, this a e cal ohould be bimplifiod. 

The "Level of functiollill8" scale needs at lel:l.St OUC':1 more lev'd, 88 

there i8 too large a gap between "Client requires ~tensive immediate 

tha t Illay lead to dea th" services to prevent serious neglect or abUBa 

to ~Dinkin current style of living." (.~) "Client requires services ...... 

and 

The 

t an additional letter ' 'tuation" scnla needs two improvemen s: "Livl..D8 B1 .. 

"e t' onal institution;" QUd code for type of i.rlstit.utio'n to represaut orrec J. 

r. d 6 ao that the ~er will kllOW hOIl 80me ra-wording of scale steps 4, ~J an 

to apply them to children (especillJ.ly infants) in,~oatar homes. 
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APPENDIX C 

»"1.'F.HVIEiII, QUES'i'IONUADU;s FOl:t SOCIAL tiORia::as 
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_____ ~_ .. _,, ____ .. ,..,...n~~ ___ • _ ..... _~ _______ ,_ 

o COUNTY 

o INTERVIEI" 0.UESTIONNl\TRE 

o SOCIAL HORKER # 

DATE OF INTERVIEW n T HiE : start __ ::--"f""'i-n""'i sh 

____ CLIgNT NA1>1E CASE ID _______ Fr,\~ 

n 
n 
~1 
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I 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

* Reassessment of Co.ldition of Life (Look at RosLer of Closed 
Cases, make changes on Roster) l)Condition of Life at 
Assessment, 2)At time of Case Closing 

\<lhich, services (looking at desk card) did you gi'-o 
most frequent.ly to this case? \';'hich major 
servicr area did these fall into? 

CHILD P[WTECTIVE Sr.RVICBS CPS 
EI1PLOy:mNT SERVICES ES 
UNHJI,RRI1~D PAHEN'I'S SEl<.VICEE' UTi 
MENTAr.. HEl\LTII SEHVICES N1I 
NENTAL RErrARDl\TIO~ SERVICES NR 

In the ser'/icc urea ::ho~(:n nbovc, uhl'.i.: \>!as the 
outcome for this case? (Give Out.::ome sheet to social wor' ~!r) • 

* neason for Case Closing should comc)cment Outcome. 
(Look at Rosler and mal:c changes that arc npr"ssary). 

Without services would condition of life hav~ improved, 
remained tho same or degraded: 

1. Condition of life "muld hllve improved "Jithout scrv~", .. ·!.i • 

2. Condition of lifo imnrov0d becaus0 of services 'liven. 

3. Condition of life \"ould h<lve been maintained \'Ii tl10ut 
services. 

4. Condition of life was maintained because of services 
given. 

5. Condltion of life deteriorated without services. 

6. Condition of life ~etorioratod CV0n though services 
were given. 

/'13 

I 

f ' , 
: 
\ 

--------------------------------------------------------



,"' 

4. 

s. 

6. 

7. 

.. 

INTERvrm'l QUr.S'I'IONNAIRP. (CONT'O) 

Was the outcome achieved by this client your agl;eed 
upon desired go~l? 

I. Yes 
2. No, did not: achieve desired gOill. 
3. No, client and social worker never agreed on goals. 

Do you feel that the Length of Service was iustificd 
by the outcome? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

Do you feel thilt you correctly identified barriers for 
this client? (Make any changes neccss~ry on r~ster). 

Are the statusos that arc printed out the correct statuses 
at close of case'. (r·!ake any changes nece~:;.:lry on roster"). 

If services were not provided towards the removal of 
identified barriers, why not? 

1. Services not available from agency. 
2. Services not aVililablc in community. 
3. Not enouqh time to spend on providing services to client. 

Rank 
-1. 
x if 

the overall benefit 
Puur beinq the high 
the OVerall Dunefit 

to the ~licnt on a scale of 4 to 
value, -1 the low value. ~odc 
is unknown. 

4 Out.standing 
3 AbOve averanc 
2 Avcr"gc (ill your experience as 

a worker in this typ<, of case) 
1 Somewhat, but less tll .... n ~vcra':7e 
o Little or no benefit 

-1 -Detrimental 
X Unknm,'n 
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MINNESOTA DESK CARD 

~J~~ 

Scal~ 1: ~~~~cl~nc~ on AssS~taneQ 

Q • no fin3nci~1 a~sist~ncc 
1 • ~.sl.ta~." Is l-J~' of total Inco~e 
2 • A5Sist~~cQ is 26-S0\ of tot~l jn:e~e 
1 • ~s.ista~~" is 51-7~1 of tot~l incc~~ 
4 • ~ssistance Is 7E-9~1 of tDL~! lnc.ne 
S • ~s~istAncc il 100, of tot~l lnco~~ 

Seale 2: r.-,~lo ... -~nt IJot, R'=!atHnC5' 

1 • Nork. tull tl~a (or p.y 
2 • "'orks ~I\rt tir:'.'2 for P!lY 
:I - WOt"KS in t'.!blic sc~ac:a tyoe c:"'?lc)7':ent,ctc. 
4 • Unrm:>lovcd b~t tr3lncd and job-ra,'S 
S • Unerr:>lo~ed and in job-training 
, • U:;"1".;>lo;'"d b~t able to ,",orr. 
7 • Unem;>lcyable 

Seal ... ), L~',ol or !'u"ctionlng 

1 • !Ieeds inte:"l\'c i~.""cdiotc sen'ices to 
Drcv~nt Sf\:-ious nCQlact or ab'.,lsc: 

2 • ~~eds scrVlC~S to ~4intain cu:rc~t style 
~ • Needs ser~iccs lntcrnit~cntlY 

'4 ~ Client requires no serV1CUS 

Seale 4: L!vina Sltu.tlan 

1 • Can fUnction indcoe.dently In C~t home 
.. N ds S"'--e Clr(' ~O l!J Ill-de to ll\''! at ho.o;\o • 
•• cc -, • 10 d 1~~ i" , ....... g .It hor.lC'! 
3· Totally cc?a:l7cn~ O~ ~ 1:_.: l'; .. :~:::: "'c~'''l''-lr, \Jn~'.!l-'c!"-'~lS":r.!8 .; " :.~;.:v:~!. ::::~·::.~~::f:::~::d ~~;~ ~!;~:~~~. ~C'~;s;~'nully, r.upr:rviscu,L 
~ : ~~~~~!~~l;; 'ci~p~~d~n~-on s tal f s'.!?a:vi sian in cor..::lunl t~'-bascd 

caro {~dlity ~ Plus 
, • Stable bstitut ;0,,31 e"ro. _ Coda 
• In.titu"ien.l situ.tion baeon.cq st!blllzc~ P R 
, : Unstabl;' i~St..ltUt.10r..\1 .lrrl'ngc~e:'\~ U, I , 

Comnun!ty-S"ed Core f~oility 

A • lIal{-,ny houso 
8 • !{aterr,~t~' h~::.a 
C • r.,ster ho~,e 
D • Crouo HO:",.f/ lid dl.11 ts 
E • Hor.e for e:-otionallY disturb"d ch re:; or a 
r. Sk!11e1 n~rslnq hone 
o • Board and Carel lCr II 

R • Icr I institution. for chn. J • Re,!dential fo.ter Cdre 
~ • Rosirlcntial voe. re~3b. c~nter . 
L. Residential .ch~ol !or bllnd er ce.f 
" • OHcntlon ~.o:-... fer chllc!rcn or )'outh 
In.tltutlon _" II t rded II; • Ins~.:.!.:..:.ir.-!'\ !or t!-c se\'c:"cly :"'~ .. _l Y ,re a 
•• Medical lIospl.tal rcor tho emotionally 111 
II • Mental Ifospital 

Plc9 
Cocles 
A-H 

J:tIIson ea~~ clo~rd \ ".t::") t 
t.~t.t·r (,:\0 of t~_: t;:~-~i.::il codos li s td below 1t the cace of thi~ Vri:ary clien 
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Project on Relative Effectiveness 
of Social Services - ll/72 

INTERVIEW qJESTIONNAIIlE FOR SOCIAl. WORKERS 

A. FOlm 3: Questici'ls 1-3 are to be ans~:ered two \'1CIys: (1) According to the: way in 
which the worker is ~ using Form 3, and (2) according to the way in wllich he 
intends to use it after the form is revised and after Unco begins to produce the 
form with cases listed on it. 

1. Do you write the service time units on Form 3 immediately after the intei viel'" 
occurs? (For example, after you return from a field vicit, or ai+.(:r you 
hang up the phone.) 

2. If not, do you record your activity some\"hel'e else first, and then copy it 
later Q1to ?orm 3? (If this is what you do, please--a:ttacli an cxampli; sl1c:-ling 
how you record your activity initially, or sketch an example on the back of 
this page, or give the title and form number of the form on which you make 
the first record of your activity.) 

3. If ~,rou d(ll1't record on Form 3 i.rr.rnediately after the interview, how often do 
you record on it? Daily? Weekly? 

4. If you don't now record on Form 3 immediately, and if you"re not planning to, 
under ,,,hat conditions ,~otlld you be ,d~ling to do so? Do you feej. th3t it is 
possible to havo Form J revised in such a \fay that you would record immediatel:;-: 

B. SERVICES, GOAlS, BAR!lIT:B2: 

5. \fuich services did you list ,~ost often on Form 2? (Give the top :3 or 4·, in 
order of frequency, as you remember them.) 

6. What is your opinion of the GOSSS goals (solf-support, etc.)? Do they fit 
most cases, from a logical point. of view? If your caseload .. ere tClbul&t.:d b~l 
goal, do you think that such a tabulation would be a mcanulgful sur.~ary of 
what you are trying to accomplish with you!' clients? Do you have philo:3opnic::L.­
objections to the goals? What· objections? 
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What is your OplJ1J..on of the barriers? For a given case, can you usually 
find one or more listed barriers that seems to fit tha:, particulal' case? 

' Cru; you s~egest barriers that should b~ added to the list.? Do you object 
philosoph~cally to the "barrier" concept? In what way? 

Do you have, a case example that doeS not fit into the GOSSS framework at 
all, or that fits very poorly? lofuat is it? 
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APPENDIX D 

Initial Loading of Cases. Only those workers from Hennepin County 

completed Form Is. It was possible to obtain the necessary information 

from exisUg computer files for Ramsey County participants froUl the Form 

RCW l23's. Participants from both counties completed Form 2s for those 

cases selected for the study from their current open cases in their case­

loads. After the forms were completed they were collected by m~mbers of 

the project staff for review and edit. The forms were checked [or completion, 

consistency ammlg related items, and for content "correctness". The forms 

were. then forwarded to the Unco, Washington, D.C. project staff for pro-

, The form~ were coded onto 80 column format ject staff [or process~ng. _ 

sheets for keypunching, When the forms were coded there \o.'as contimlous 

quality, controleidting, When the cards came back from keypunch, they 

were forwarded to the programming department for the Interim Turnaround 

Documeut Program. The initial roster of cases listed by caseworker by 

county was then produced. The [(·ster was reviewed by project staff Lod 

returned for any correc tions and changes, necessary al~d reRubmi t ted. 

was then given a final review and mailed to Minncsotd project staff for 

review and distribution. 

The Initial Turnaround Document Program. All initial Form 2's 

produce the first set of turn around documents. The information from 

Form 2s formed File 2. The information coded in by the participating 

social wor!<.ers on the Initial Turnaround Document produced Files 3 (for 

Time unit and contact information by service and barrier) and 4 (monthly 

status information on the condition ~f life and barriers as well as case 
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closing information). Subsequent Turnaround documents were produced by 

merging Files 2 and 4 in the Monthly Turnaround Document Program. 

Initial Turnaround Document. The Initial Turnaround Document printed 

the follOWing information for each social worker: 

Condition of Life at Assessment 

Last Name of Client 
Case ID 
Family Member Number 

The social workers coded all service activity given to clients dU'dn:s 

a Qne month period measured in 15 minute modules of time and number of 

contacts as well as an assessment of the .client's condition of life and 

the status of the identified barriers at the end of the month. If a case 

closed, the reason Bnd month of closing we,e recorded. The do~uments were 

collected at the beginning of the next month by the ~annesota project office 

for review and edit and forwarded to the Washing·_on, D. C. proje.~t office 

for processing in .the same manner as Form 2s described above. 

Monthly 'l'urnaround Documen.;l. Ihe monthly Turnaround Docunlents were 

coded and processed in the same manner as the Initial Turnarou:.d Document 

with the updated information supplied from the previous Turnaround Document 

going in to Files 3 and 4. The Initial TJrnaround DocuDlent was used for 

coding for two months. Io.'hen the first one was submitted'iat the end of the 

first recording month of the project, a duplicate was retained by the 

social workers for recording of the next months activities. The information 

that was updated by the social workers in coding the initial Turnaround 

Document was reflected in the third month's Turnaround Document. Submission, 
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collection and processing of the data took one month, tllerefore the turn-

around documents refJected the composition and the condition of the social 

workers caseload as of the end of the month prior to the just finished 

recording month. (Information coded on a December Turnaround Document 

would appear in ·.tpdated form on the February Turnaround Document.) The 

worker retained a carbon copy of their completed Turnaround Document as 

reference for coding in the next month. 

As new cases opened, Form 2s were submitted and merged with the 

existing Files 2 and 4 and the new client names appeared on the social 

worker's Turnaround Documents. As cases closed and this information was 

recorded on File 4, the names ~f the clients for whom services Ilad ended 

were dropped from the Turnaround Document. 

The changes ~ade in the content of the Turnaround Document are detailed 

in Appondix B.. In addition to the program changes made to accommodate 

new fields or revisions of existing fields of information, tl1P.re were 

program changes to facilitate faster and smoother procedural chanh~s. It 

would be desirable to hav(' faster turnaround for this type of document to 

facilitate accurate non-conflicting recording of monthly activity. 

Roster of Closed Cases. At the end or the study period a roster of 

each social worker's cases that had closed during the study period was 

produced. This roster listed the following information: 

Condition of Life at Assess~0nt 
Condition of Life at Closing 
Barriers and Barrier Status at Closing 
Reason for Case Closing 
Honth of Case Closing 
Client Last Name 
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Case 10 
Family Member Number 

This information waa then reviewed by each social worker reporting closed 

cases and all information in these fields was updated. 

Closed Case Interviews - File S. In addition to the review and update. 

of data e;dsting on Files 2 and 4, the social workers were interviewed 

for a subjective assessment of all clients for whom services had ended and 

the case was closed. This interview is described .laewhere. The 

information from the questionnaires used in the inte=views was plac~d on 

File S. 

Analytic Data File. The anal}~ic data file was produced from in for-

mation cont.lined on all files -- 1, 2, 3, 4, and S. Those fields of infor-

mation to be considered in the analysis of the data "'ere extracted singly 

or in combination with other related fields to produce data in the most 

feasible form for analysis. The data from this file was then used in the 

analysis. 

!!.2!!LY~. The numbers of forms submitted by the workers Io.'p.re aD 

foUolls: 

Start 
New 
Reopen 

~'ubtotal 

Add informa tion 
Correct information 

Subt.otal 
Ne.... plan 
New desired G'Oal 

Subtotal 
Close' 

Total forma aubrni~ted 

Hennepin 
Jo'orm l .form 2 

449 
102 

5 
556 

o 
2 
2 
o 
o 
o 
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558 

566 
128 

7 
701 

:5 
25 
28 
3 
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12 
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